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ABSTRACT 
 
 
This study addresses the relationship between perceptions of cultural patrimony, 
socioeconomic realities, and interactions with archaeological sites in two rural communities in 
the Naco Valley, Honduras. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are communities situated around the 
Naco Valley, that share their space with two major archaeological sites.The residents of these 
communities interact with the archaeological sites by using their area for farming, cattle grazing, 
and social/recreational activities. On several occasions, the mounds in the archaeological sites 
have been used as a source of raw materials for construction. Thus far, the damage to the ruins 
by these activities has been minimal. However, the discovery of an Ulúa marble vase in one of 
the sites has the potential to attract looting activities to the area. Marble vases have been a 
coveted item in the antiquities market due to their rarity and craftsmanship. Although the sites 
are protected under Honduran law, the government agency that enforces the law is sometimes 
unable to prevent the destruction of archaeological sites due several constraints, such as the lack 
of resourses and national discourses that support the preservation of Maya sites over others. 
Other sites in nearby areas have been destroyed by looters looking for marble vases.   
The communities were excavated by an archaeological project during the last decade and 
the creation of a community archaeological project has been considered to educate the 
community about the conservation and importance of the archaeological sites. However it has 
been argued that for the  successful development of such a program, knowledge of the 
socioeconomic and cultural impacts of archaeological sites on the local population is needed. 
xii 
 
Thus expanding on the goals of a community-oriented archaeology, this study addresses the 
living context of two archaeological sites as an academic problem by applying ethnographic 
methods to the practice of archaeology. This approach called archaeological ethnography seeks 
to understand the socioeconomic context of communities that are impacted by the archaeological 
practice. Following this direction, this research responds the following question: In what ways 
and to what extent do social/cultural perceptions, socioeconomic realities, and archaeological 
practices influence the conservation of archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, 
Honduras? In answering this question, the study found that although the damages to the site are 
minimal and the communities have their own rules of interaction with their respective 
archaeological sites, the practice of using the mounds as a source of raw materials for 
construction and the potential of subsistence looting are problems to consider in the area. In 
addition, the study obtained information about the meaning of the sites for the communities and 
the hopes of the residents that the sites may become tourist attractions, improving their 
livelihood and quality of life. 
          The information obtained in this study may provide a baseline of information on 
how people perceive and interact with these sites, which may be used to consider an 
archaeological conservation community project in the future. In addition, the data obtained help 
us understand the reasons for the destruction of archaeological sites or the lack of interest by the 
communities in their archaeological sites, especially in a setting in which economic development 
often supersedes considerations of heritage and cultural patrimony. Finally, the data can be 
compared with other rural communities in Honduras that are adjacent to archaeological sites to 
evaluate the extent to which these issues are encountered elsewhere in the country.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
 
  Introduction to the Study 
 
 
This study investigates the ways and extent to which two communities in northwestern 
Honduras, Palmarejo and Palos Blancos, are impacted by the presence of prehispanic 
archaeological remains in their environs. The study also investigates how the archaeological 
remains affect the communities. In addition, it examines the cultural perceptions of community 
members regarding the archaeological sites in the region. Archaeological remains include 
archaeological sites and artifacts that exist in the area, around and within the places occupied by 
the present-day communities. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are two small villages located in the 
Naco Valley, just south of the large city of San Pedro Sula, Honduras’ second largest and fastest 
growing metropolitan center. The primary archaeological sites, which are named after the 
communities that encompass them, are legally protected under Honduran cultural patrimony law. 
The people living in these communities are forced to deal with the presence of the ruins in their 
everyday lives as a result of the overlapping of their livelihoods and the archaeological sites. The 
areas where the sites are located are being used for farming, animal husbandry, and as sources of 
raw materials for construction and other activities. Although damages to the sites are minimal, 
two processes threaten to increase the potential damage to them: 1) the gradual development and  
population of the area, and 2) the discovery of a valuable Ulúa marble vase at one of the sites by 
archaeologists. It has been argued that community-based archaeological projects can address 
conservation issues and might reduce the impact of these kinds of changes in the community. 
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Therefore, my primary research question in this study is, In what ways and to what extent do 
social/cultural perceptions, socioeconomic realities, and archaeological practices influence the 
conservation of archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras? The information 
obtained from this question would be used for the potential planning and development of a 
community-based project to promote conservation in the area. 
The conception of this conservation project began when I was working as a graduate 
student for the Palmarejo Community Archaeological Project (PCAP) operated by the University 
of South Florida (USF) from 2004 to 2008. This project investigated archaeological sites located 
in the Palmarejo region of the Naco Valley. The project, directed by E. Christian Wells and 
Karla Davis-Salazar, faculty in the Department of Anthropology at USF, aimed to understand 
how past and present people in the region co-manage cultural and natural resources, and how 
past populations survived and thrived in the area (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005, 2007; Wells et al. 
2004). The project used an applied anthropological approach in which the data obtained could 
address problems of interest to the community, such as the development of landscape 
management strategies and sustainable practices to cope with environmental and economic 
challenges (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007).  
My initial interest in the interactions between ancient sites and present-day communities 
began by observing the daily routine of the residents in the area while doing fieldwork. Most of 
the activities related to the livelihood of these communities, such as farming and cattle grazing, 
occur in the zones occupied by the ancient sites. In certain areas, the sites are within living 
quarters, where mounds are used as foundations for present-day buildings, and most of the time 
as sources of raw material for construction (Davis-Salarzar et al. 2007). Although the impact on 
the sites could be considered “minimal,” and the damage to the integrity of the structures is often 
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confined to certain areas, the discovery in the 2005 field season of the PCAP of a marble vase 
made in the Ulúa tradition created a potential danger to the preservation of archaeological sites in 
the Palmarejo area (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005; Luke 2006; Wells et al. 2014). Ulúa marble vases 
are highly valued in the international antiquities market, and sites in the nearby Ulúa Valley have 
been completely destroyed by looters in search of these coveted objects (Luke and Henderson 
2006). I was convinced that the finding of the marble vase would incite the residents of the 
valley to loot the mounds in search for more vases, especially since “subsistence looting” has 
emerged in the region as a viable source of income. 
Inspired by the finding of the marble vase and the observed interaction of present-day 
communities and ancient sites, I wanted to develop a community archaeological project to begin 
a collaboration between the communities, archaeologists, and the pertinent government 
institutions, with the greater goal of protecting and preserving the sites in Palmarejo and Palos 
Blancos. I thought that by creating an applied archaeological project, I could obtain site-oriented 
data to understand the human-site interactions in the communities and how sites are affected. 
The final goal was to develop an educational initiative among the communities to preserve the 
archaeological sites. Community archaeology was a trend while I was developing this research 
idea. The objective of community archaeology is to involve local populations impacted by 
archaeological research in all aspects of the investigation and interpretation of their past and 
heritage (Moser et al. 2002; Tully 2007). However, this approach has been criticized for focusing 
on the archaeologists own research, ignoring the needs and interests of the residents of the 
communities (Moshenska 2008). Also, most community archaeological projects deal with 
descendant communities and archaeological ruins that are part of their heritage. Furthermore, 
community archaeology projects are often connected to long-term projects. The PCAP was a 
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short-term project, in which fieldwork was confined to the summer months. I considered that if I 
developed a project, it would be one without any archaeological activity occurring 
simultaneously and based on observations and assumptions formulated during the fieldwork 
seasons. My knowledge of the residents and their interactions with the site was based on prima 
facie observations and with the assumption that the community would be interested in the 
preservation of the sites. My information was limited to what I could observe during the summer 
seasons and by conversations with the residents during fieldwork, where archaeology was “alive 
and happening” in their eyes. 
Being in that situation, I decided that my potential project could be developed better if I 
learned about the residents, their daily interaction with the sites, and their opinions and beliefs 
about them. Reading archaeological literature in which some ethnographic methods were used as 
a tool to learn more about communities impacted by archaeological projects, I explored that 
route to develop a research plan. The projects described in the literature used several 
ethnographic methods to investigate the perspective of the residents about their surrounding 
archaeological sites and the impact of the practice of archaeology in the area. In addition, the 
social context of the communities surrounding their respective sites was a subject of study (e.g., 
Breglia 2006b; Hollowell and Nicholas 2009; Meskell 2005; Mortensen 2009; Stroulia and Buck 
Sutton 2009). Taking into consideration the direction of the discipline in applying ethnographic 
methods to investigate the present-day living contexts of archaeological sites, I decided to focus 
on the ways in which the archaeological sites affect the lives of the residents of the communities. 
I combined two perspectives, one site-oriented and the other community-oriented, to address the 
question above and to learn more about the context of the potential project: community-site 
interactions. 
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Problem Statement 
Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are two present-day communities situated around the Naco 
Valley in northwestern Honduras. The two communities share their space with two major 
archaeological sites.The residents of the communities interact with the archaeological sites by 
using their area for farming and cattle grazing. On several occasions, the mounds of the 
archaeological sites have been used as a source of raw materials for construction. Thus far, the 
damage to the ruins by these activities has been minimal. However, the discovery of an Ulúa 
marble vase in one of the sites has the potential to attract looting activities to the area. Marble 
vases have been a coveted item in the antiquities market due to their rarity and craftsmanship. 
Although the sites are protected under Honduran law, the government agency that enforces the 
law is sometimes unable to prevent the destruction of archaeological sites due to external and 
internal constraints, such as lack of resources and information about the areas under their 
jurisdiction. Other sites in nearby areas have been destroyed by looters looking for marble vases. 
The creation of a community archaeological project (Moser et al. 2002; Tully 2007) has been 
considered to educate the community about the conservation and importance of the 
archaeological sites, but for successful development of such a program, knowledge of the 
socioeconomic and cultural impacts of the archaeological sites in the local population is needed. 
In investigating archaeological sites, research tends to focus on the time of their construction and 
occupation, often ignoring the life history of the site, which extends from their construction in 
the past to their presence in the present (Breglia 2009; Gazin-Schwartz and Holtorf 1999). 
Expanding on the goals of community archaeology, the importance of investigating the living 
context of an archaeological project as an academic problem has become evident (Pyburn 2003). 
Researchers have begun to apply ethnographic methods to the practice of archaeology to 
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understand the communities that are impacted by archaeological practice (Hollowell and 
Mortensen 2009). Following this direction, this research seeks to respond to the following 
question: In what ways and to what extent do social/cultural perceptions, socioeconomic 
realities, and archaeological practices influence the conservation of archaeological resources in 
the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras? The information obtained will provide a baseline of 
information on how people perceive and interact with these sites, which may be used to consider 
an archaeological conservation community project in the future. In addition, the data obtained 
will be used to understand the reasons for the destruction of archaeological sites or the lack of 
interest by the communities in their archaeological sites, especially in a setting in which 
economic development often supersedes considerations of heritage and cultural patrimony. 
Finally, the data could be compared with other rural communities in Honduras that are adjacent 
to archaeological sites to evaluate the extent to which these issues are encountered elsewhere in 
the country. 
Problem Background 
The problem described above has a background that is divided into two contexts, one at 
the local and the other at national level. The local context is related to the physical locations of 
the archaeological sites as part of the daily interactions with the residents of the present-day 
communities surrounding the sites. The national context is related to the ideological and cultural 
perspectives that are considered the official heritage discourse of Honduras. These discourses 
affect the sites indirectly by affecting the institution in charge of protecting archaeological sites 
and by devaluing their archaeological and historical worth. In this section, I present the two  
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Figure 1.1. Archaeological Sites in Northwestern Honduras. 
 
contexts separately for a better appreciation of how the two contexts, despite being independent, 
eventually intertwine to affect the future of the sites in the Palmarejo Valley. 
The “Local” Context 
The Palmarejo area is located in the Naco Valley, a small valley of around 96 km² near 
the city of San Pedro Sula in northwestern Honduras, between the departments of Cortés and 
Santa Bárbara (Figure 1.1). The Naco Valley was occupied continuously from the Middle Pre-
Classic (ca. 1050-400 BCE) up through the Spanish conquest in the 16th century. During this 
period, the Valley was characterized by the rise and decline of different polities (Henderson et al. 
1979; Urban et al. 2002; Wells 2002). Testimony to this occupation is the presence of nearly 400 
sites containing over 2,500 surface-visible constructions (Wells et al. 2006). Following the  
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Spanish conquest, indigenous populations around the valley were devastated by disease, 
resettlement, and assimilation into the conqueror’s culture (Chapman 2006[1985]; Hasemann et 
al. 1996). Since that time, the valley has experienced intermittent occupation cycles, likely 
associated with its position alongside the Chamelecón River, which provided a significant travel 
and communication route for communities in western Honduras. Today, the valley itself remains 
an important area of occupation, serving as a primary communication and transportation route 
between San Pedro Sula and the west and central parts of the country (Wells et al. 2006). 
In contrast to the rest of the Naco Valley, the Palmarejo area appears to have been 
completely uninhabited from the contact period until the early twentieth century. Beginning in 
the early 1930s, families from the central highlands of Honduras and other areas of the Naco 
Valley, arrived and settled in the area. These families came from the departments of Cortés, 
Lempira, and Santa Bárbara. Today, there are seven major communities and other minor 
settlements throughout the region. The major communities are El Morro, Mango, Nueva Suyapa, 
Pacayal, Palmarejo, and Palos Blancos. The oldest village in the area, Palos Blancos, originated 
around the 1940s with the fragmentation of a large hacienda owned by one of the families that 
still live in the area. The other villages and settlements were founded during the 1970s, when 
national agrarian land reforms granted plots of land to rural peasants, causing the region’s 
population to increase significantly (Kincaid 1985). These present-day settlements share the land 
with many archaeological sites, most of them established on nearly exactly the same spaces as 
the ancient settlements (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). Archaeological sites share the area with the 
present-day inhabitants of the valley and the seven major present-day agrarian communities, 
creating a locus of interaction between the present and the past.  
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The ancient sites were named by the project after the present-day communities associated 
with them, with the exception of El Pacayal, which has no present-day settlement associated with 
it (Wells et al. 2006). The ensemble of sites contained within the Palmarejo area is known by the 
PCAP as the Palmarejo Archaeological Zone (PAZ). The zone is composed of nearly 100 sites in 
various degrees of conservation (Figure 1.2). The sites present a variety of different sizes of what  
 
 
 
Figure 1.2. The Palmarejo Archaeological Zone: Present-day communities and neighboring archeological sites. 
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could have been towns, villages, and hamlets, likely of Lenca origin, occupying the area from the 
Early Classic Period Classic Period (300-600 CE) to the Late Classic Period (600-900 CE). 
The site of Palmarejo seems to be the main center in the area with at least 96 structures, 
followed by the site of Palos Blancos with around 45 structures. Both sites have structures that 
suggest their importance, and some of them suggest the existence of monumental architecture. 
Although there are other sites of significance in the area such as El Morro, Pacayal, and Suyapa, 
these sites are not as large as Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. These minor sites represent 
residential, ceremonial, and administrative centers, with 25 or fewer buildings. Except for the 
site of Suyapa, none of them possess mounds suggesting monumental architecture. The rest of 
the sites are divided into several categories of residential groups and/or structures used for 
agricultural purposes (Wells et al. 2004; Wells et al. 2006). The sites were surveyed by the 
project from 2004 to 2006, to research inter-site, intra-site, and interregional relations (Hawken 
2007; Wells et al. 2004, Wells et al. 2006). During five seasons of field research (2004-2008), 
the project investigated these sites with the goals of understanding how subsistence resources 
were deployed by ancient communities to garner social prestige, how people in the past related to 
natural resources like water and soil, and how solutions could be created from this information to 
solve similar problems today (Davis Salazar et al. 2005, 2007; Wells et al. 2004).  
In contrast to the ancient communities, the present-day communities of Palmarejo and 
Palos Blancos are agrarian in nature, ranging in size from 10 to 50 households. The villages 
occupy spaces amidst the ruins, and sometimes they are overlying ancient structures (Davis-
Salazar et al. 2007). The communities’ primary economic activities are farming and cattle 
rearing. Farmers grow corn and sorghum for the local markets and papaya and watermelon for 
exportation. Farming and cattle rearing are the two dominant industries affecting contemporary 
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land use in the Palmarejo region. The rearing of livestock is not extensive but is becoming more 
pervasive as fertile soils in the region become exhausted from intensive farming. Farming is 
common among all of these communities today, as it was in the past, and takes one of four 
forms: kitchen gardens, infields, outfields, and commercial cultivation (Davis-Salazar et al. 
2007). In addition, there are at several commercial farms in the region that use industrial tractors 
and other high-capital farm equipment, producing zacate for cattle consumption, papaya, 
watermelon, corn, sorghum, and more recently, wood. 
The residents of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos have learned to adapt their livelihood 
strategies to accommodate the presence of archaeological sites, a difficult task, considering that 
Honduras is one of the poorest countries in the Western Hemisphere and land access, and 
production is the equivalent of wealth (Cuesta 2007, Stonich 1993; Gray and Moseley 2005). 
The archaeological remains not only exist within the living areas of the community but most 
them are located all over the fields used for agriculture and cattle rearing. Fields are usually 
ploughed right to the edges of the mounds, and the mounds themselves are used as foundations 
for cattle facilities (Wells et al. 2006). In addition, stones taken from mounds are used as sources 
of raw materials to build houses. In other areas, sites are partially or totally demolished to make 
way for farming and/or to build new roads (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). Most of the sites in the 
archaeological zone have suffered some damage due to these practices. All the larger sites have 
at least a few mounds damaged in some way, especially in the corners of the structures, where 
cobblestones and square stones are more accessible. The smaller sites are affected more by 
agricultural clearing. In such cases, sites sometimes are destroyed by the unaware residents due 
to their size and lack of visibility. (Wells et al. 2006). 
12 
 
Despite the scenario described in the last section, the current damages to the major sites 
are minimal (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). During the PCAP archaeological seasons in the area, the 
project directors have the impression that most of the residents do not have knowledge of the 
laws governing archaeological sites and cultural patrimony. Few in the communities admit that 
they are aware of the laws and those who may do understand them, think that enforcement never 
or rarely takes place (Moreno and Wells 2010). However, the interaction between the project 
members and the community during the field seasons has revealed that some residents are 
interested in learning about the sites and conservation. Some residents expressed concerns about 
the protection of the sites, which are viewed by some as a symbol of their adopted past. The 
project directors argue that this be a signal that a mindset of stewardship is developing in the area 
(Davis-Salazar 2007:202). Despite this step toward conservation awareness, the discovery of a 
marble vase made in the Ulúa tradition brings a potential danger for the integrity and 
preservation of the sites in the valley.  
During the 2005 season, the project conducted several test pit excavations and salvage 
operations finding a few burials in one of the structures of the site of Palos Blancos. A burial 
offering was found among the remains of one of them. The offering, consisting of a marble vase 
from the Ulúa tradition, was found in its original context (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005, 2007; Wells 
et al. 2014). This finding was crucial because most of the Ulúa marble vases found before lack 
data related to their contexts and uses. This vase was discovered in a funeral context and not by 
accident or plunder, making it an important piece of evidence to answer many questions about 
their function in the past and their role in the interactions of groups in the region (Davis-Salazar 
et al. 2007; Wells al. 2014). These vases are very well received in the antiquities' market and are 
sold in auction houses such as Sotheby’s. The average price for these vases ranges from $ 3,000 
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to $ 52,500 U.S. dollars (Luke and Henderson 2006; Luke 2006). Marble vases have been 
popular since they were found for the first time in the 1930s (Luke 2006). The discovery of the 
marble vase in Palos Blancos could easily attract this type of destruction to Palos Blancos and 
other sites nearby (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). Several sites in the Ulúa Valley, among them 
Travesía, Calabazas, and Gualojoquito are examples of the consequences of the popularity of 
these vases in the antiquities market. Sites in the valley have been plundered extensively by 
looters and collectors in search of marble vases, destroying the archaeological record and its 
context, and in some cases, the whole archaeological site (Luke and Henderson 2006:154-159, 
Luke and Kersel 2007). Palos Blancos is merely 35 miles west of the Ulúa Valley.  
Questions regarding what may happen when residents learn about the discovery of the 
marble vase arose in projections about the conservation and future of the sites after the end of the 
PCAP. Although the destruction observed at the time in the study region was motivated mostly 
by subsistence and other livelihood needs, there have been some instances in the area in which 
the destruction of the mounds has generated articles that could be sold on the antiquities market. 
For example, in one of the seven villages, Nueva Suyapa, several artifacts were found during the 
construction of a house. The residents found a vessel mold, several pieces of pottery, and a 
monkey figurine, estimated to be 1,500 years old (La Prensa 20041). The pieces were rescued by 
the Honduran Institute of Anthropology and History, during an intervention in November 2004 
after a school teacher and some residents alerted the authorities. This incident happened right 
after the first archaeological season of the PCAP. This type of incidental discoveries and the 
publicity that comes with them, could attract not only the attention of residents but also that of 
collectors to an area that have been ignored by looters. This was and still a potential problem for 
                                                 
1 La Prensa, November 19, 2004 
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the preservation of the sites in the area despite government legal protections, which take us to the 
national context of the research problem. 
The National Context 
In Honduras, archaeological sites are protected by the Constitution of the Republic. The 
article 172, Chapter VIII of the III Title of the Constitution of 1982, states “all anthropological, 
archaeological, historical, and artistic resources are part of the national patrimony”. This article, 
enforced through the Law for the Protection of the Cultural Patrimony of the Nation of 19972, 
imposed a stewardship obligation to the citizens to protect, conserve, and rescue all that is 
considered cultural patrimony by stating “is the duty of all Hondurans to watch over its 
conservation and prevent its is subtraction”. Archaeological remains, including ancient 
settlements, buildings, and artifacts are under this protection even if they are located on private 
or communal property. Therefore, the citizens of Honduras cannot destroy, alter, sell, or trade 
any item that is considered cultural patrimony without the permission of the Instituto Hondureño 
de Antropología e Historia (IHAH3), the agency created by the government to administer and 
execute the laws related to cultural patrimony.  
The IHAH was founded in 1952 to protect and preserve Honduran culture and its 
patrimony, however from the beginning the institution has followed a public policy supporting a 
Honduran past based on the Classic Maya civilization (Euraque 2010a). Through the years, the 
IHAH has employed the majority of its efforts and resources in protecting and promoting the site 
of Copán, a Classic Maya archaeological site located in the department of Copán in 
Northwestern Honduras. This site was one of the largest Classic period political centers built by 
                                                 
2 Ley para la protección del patrimonio cultural de la nación, (aprobada por Decreto 220-1997) 
3 Honduran Institute of History and Anthropology  
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the Classic Maya (Abrams et al. 1996). From 400 to 850 CE, this polity grew in population size 
and institutional complexity, developing a complex civilization which cultural expressions 
include monumental architecture, elaborate tombs, a sophisticated calendar and a complex 
hieroglyphic writing system. From the year 850 CE, the valley population steadily decreased, 
and the area was completely abandoned by the year 1250 CE (Abrams et al. 1996:57).  
Copán was declared a World Heritage Site (WHS) in 1980 by the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), increasing his worth in Honduras 
and around the world. Sites that qualify for such distinction are considered places of outstanding 
universal value, which refers to the notion that “some sites are so exceptional that they can be 
equally valued by all people around the world and, therefore, must be protected for mankind as a 
whole” (Labadi 2012:11). Sites branded as WHS get special treatment from their respective 
countries and become economic assets, attracting tourists from all over the world, supporting 
national economies and tourism infrastructure (Meskell 2013; Mortensen 2014). Honduras is not 
the exception and today the site is one of the most important destinations in the country. Since 
the discovery of the site in the 19th century, Copán has become a symbol of a imagined majestic 
Honduran past, creating a national discourse that dims other cultural manifestations in the 
country, both in the past and in the present. The archeological remains of other cultures, such as 
the Lenca, are ignored or completely demoted as not relevant in the Honduran archaeological 
record (Euraque 1998, 2004; Joyce 2003a).This lack of visibility of non-Maya material remains 
in the archaeological research of Honduras seems to be related to a process known as 
mayanization.  
Mayanization was initiated by the Honduran state to expand on national discourses based 
on the concept of mestizaje,which have been developing since the 19th century to the first 
16 
 
decades of the 20th century (Barahona 2002; Euraque 2004). Mayanization, refers to the belief 
that many Hondurans hold that they are descendants of the prehispanic Maya, despite the fact 
that the Maya only occupied a tiny fraction of the actual national territory (Euraque 1998, 2004). 
Mayanization gives prominence to everything Maya, excluding current day indigenous 
populations, which are considered their descendants. In that perspective, the Classic Maya 
civilization is considered the primary component of the indigenous part of the mestizaje 
discourse. The concept of mestizaje argues that populations in certain countries were thoroughly 
mixed, and indigenous peoples are no longer distinct within a unified nation (Joyce 2003a:81; 
Smith 1996). In the case of Honduras, the concept of mestizaje has been defined since colonial 
times as a mix of the Spaniards and their descendants, indigenous populations, and some 
contributions from the descendants of enslaved Africans brought during colonial times (Euraque 
2004:20). However, the concept of mestizaje has evolved through Honduran history, defining 
national identity and public policy. Since the 1930s, the population of Honduras is described as 
mestiza, ignoring the heterogeneous nature of the population, which include Arab-Palestinians, 
Jews, and Garífunas among others (Euraque 2004). Is in the context of these discourses, 
mestizaje and mayanization that Honduran cultural policy developed, affecting the role of the 
IHAH in being the protector of the cultural patrimony of the nation. Instead, the IHAH became a 
pillar of the concept of mayanization.  
The distinction of Copán as a WHS turned the site as one of the most important tourist 
spots in Honduras and an economic asset for the country (Euraque 2010b; Joyce 2003a). Copán 
is so important for the tourism industry, that even government entities such as the Instituto 
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Hondureño de Turismo4(IHT) and the Secretaría de Turismo5(SECTUR), and the Cámara 
Nacional de Turismo de Honduras6 (CANATURH), by law have positions in the directive of the 
IHAH, influencing administrative decisions, defending the archaeological tourism and its 
economic potential based on the site of Copán (Euraque 2010a:29). Several administrations of 
the IHAH have tried to fight these discourses, especially mayanization. The administrations of 
historians Dr. Olga Joya (1994-1998) and Dr. Darío Euraque (2006-2009) attempted to contest 
this massive discourse of a Mayan Honduras. These administrations, under the tenure of Dr. 
Rodolfo Pastor Fasquelle at the head of the Secretaría de Cultura, Artes, y Deportes7 (SCAD), 
had the goal of challenging the official discourse of the state by supporting the view of Honduras 
as a multicultural nation with a rich and diverse past (Euraque 2010a). Under the management of 
Dr. Euraque, the IHAH tried to balance the preference toward Maya culture by recognizing the 
living traditions of the different ethnic groups of Honduras and aiming to allow the participation 
of these groups in building a multicultural approach (Euraque 2010b). All these efforts were 
halted by the military coup of June 26, 2009. 
The coup supported by the Honduran Congress removed President Manuel Zelaya and his 
ministers including the head of the SCAD. The removal of Dr. Pastor Fasquelle from the SCAD 
brought changes to the IHAH, one of them the removal of Dr. Euraque (Euraque 2010a; Euraque 
2010b). The head of the SCAD during the interim goverment after the coup, Myrna Castro, 
classified the public policies of Pastor Fasquelle’s administration as subversives and 
revolutionaries, in coordination with Hugo Chávez, President of Venezuela. The projects that 
                                                 
4 Honduran Institute of Tourism  
5 Ministry of Tourism 
6 Honduran Tourism National Chamber 
7 Ministry of Culture, Arts, and Sports 
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were in development at the IHAH were considered sources of indoctrination for the ethnic 
groups (Euraque 2010b; Joyce 2009). Also, Dr. Euraque was blamed for being indifferent to the 
archaeological park at the site of Copán (Euraque 2010b). This drastic change in the 
administration stopped many programs and projects aimed at reviving the history and 
anthropology of Honduras. Among these projects were several initiatives of opening other 
archaeological parks outside the mayanization shadow at the sites of Yarumela and Cerro 
Palenque. The newly inaugurated park of Currusté was abandoned after several years of 
development. However, the biggest damage was inflicted in running projects such as the Centro 
Documental de Investigaciones Históricas de Honduras8(CDIHH), an innovative platform for 
historic and anthropological investigations and a repository of historic documents (Euraque 
2010a, Euraque and Martínez 2010), and projects targeting the ethnic groups among them Del 
olvido al recuerdo9and Retratos de la Gente10 (Euraque 2010b). 
These projects were not the only ones affected by the coup. The coup affected the plans 
of reorganization that were developed for the infrastructure and operation of the IHAH. The 
administration of Eurauqe tried to make some changes in the management of the institution to 
solve budget problems that affected all the subdivisions of the IHAH and its regional offices. The 
IHAH operates on a small budget, creating structural and organizational problems. At the 
beginning of Dr. Euraque’s administration, the IHAH budget was supported by a 25% remittance 
from the central government. The rest of the expenses came from the own institution budget, 
which is mostly feed by the income generated by the archaeological parks and museums 
(Euraque 2010a). This lack of resources affects IHAH’s regional offices, some of them lacking 
                                                 
8 Center of Historic Research of Honduras 
9 From Oblivion to Memory 
10 Portraits of the People 
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the necessary tools and trained employees to comply succesfully with the Honduran laws 
(Euraque 2010a, Luke and Henderson 2006). The Palmarejo area is under the jurisdiction of the 
regional office of La Lima. This office is supposed to be in charge of managing collections, 
working with foreign archaeological projects in the region, the conduction of salvage operations, 
the monitoring sites, and the implementation public education programs throughout the area 
(Luke and Henderson 2006:164). This regional office has the same problems described above 
and despite its efforts, it can not monitor in an effective manner the cultural resources of the area, 
which include archaeological sites. 
Is in these contexts that the sites of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos exist within their 
respective communities. The scenario described above support the idea of developing a 
community-based project. As presented above, there are two contexts where the problem 
remains. At the national level, the mayanization process still running and sites outside the Maya 
area are invisible. The highly successful Honduras tourism industry based on the Classic Maya 
past and the military coup of 2009 have contributed to reinforcing the mayanization discourse 
(Euraque 2010a, 2010b; Joyce 2009). The executive personel that were forced into the 
administration of the IHAH during the coup, are still occupying their places in the Institute, 
reversing all the programs directed to establish a balance between the mayanization process and 
the rich archaeological past of the country (Euraque 2010b).This administration have been in 
charge of the IHAH since the administration of the interim de facto President of Honduras, 
Roberto Micheletti, the subsequent administration of President Porfirio Lobo, and now through 
the recent administration of President of Juan O. Hernández.  
At the local level, the regional office of La Lima does not have enough resources to 
protect these sites. The international archaeologists working in the region, which most of the 
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times are the voices denouncing the plundering of archaeological sites and the lack of interest for 
sites that are non-Maya, come and go according to their research seasons. Is up to the local level 
to protect these archaeological sites. The municipalities, the villages, and the residents are the 
only ones that can do something for the sites. Communities around archaeological sites are the 
best alternative for preservation initiatives due their proximity to them. However, for the success 
of any conservation community program, it is important to know the socioeconomic realities that 
occurred at the local level and how the cultural perspectives at the national level may be 
influencing attitudes and opinions toward archaeological sites. This research is a first step in that 
direction.  
Purpose of the Study 
During the field seasons were the PCAP was present in the community (2004-2008), the 
project directors and I had the opportunity to learn some aspects of the relationship between the 
residents and the archaeological sites. These relationships were assessed through casual 
conversations with people and workers during excavations, the survey of archaeological sites, 
and long hours of observations at the fields and community areas. We had the chance to socialize 
for a brief time with the community residents outside of the fieldwork context. The focus of 
these exchanges were the communities of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos, mostly because the sites 
of these communities were excavated beyond test pits and salvage operations. We developed 
some understanding about land use in the site areas,  heard a few impressions and opinions about 
the sites, and even some expectations about them (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). The project from 
the beginning was worried about the conservation of the sites, especially when seeing how 
boulders and stones were sometimes removed from the ancient structures for construction and 
how few mounds were used to build living or animal facilities over them. Although the damages 
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were minimal compared to the extension of the archaeological sites, the discovery of the Uluan 
marble vase made a compelling case for the development of a community-based conservation 
project in the area.  
Before beginning any community project an understanding of the local context is 
necessary because any effort toward conservation need to be presented to the community in a 
way that makes sense to them in their own terms (Atalay et al. 2007; Pyburn 2003; Vitelli and 
Pyburn 1997). Following that line of thought, I came to the conclusion that if I want to approach 
the communities with a conservation plan for the archaeological sites surrounding them, I needed 
to begin any effort by understanding community-site relationships. This understanding can not 
be limited to the daily interactions of the residents that we observed in each of our brief yearly 
seasons. I also needed to explore residents perceptions about the sites. I needed to know what 
they think about the ruins, how they value them, and if they are willing to preserve them. I can 
not start any plan for a potential project with the assumptions that the communities’ residents 
know about the sites, their value, and have a desire to preserve them. Projects that have started 
with one or all of these assumptions, without the knowledge of the community context, have 
failed or have had a hard time achieving their goals (e.g. Ayala et al. 2003; Lima Tórrez 2003; 
Rizvi 2006).  
I realized that besides the general knowledge about community site interactions, their 
problems with water insecurity and scarcity, I lacked information about their year-round 
interactions. I have observed the daily tasks of the people, in which they farm the land and take 
care of the cattle, but only during the summers. Questions emerged about the daily life through 
the different seasons of the year or about what happens when the PCAP staff and the officials of 
the IHAH were not in the area. Also, I have no idea about the sociocultural perceptions of the 
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residents of the area about the sites, their past, and their cultural heritage. The only way to know 
about these topics seems to be asking the community directly. 
Summarizing the previous discussion and based on the reasons expressed before, I 
developed the following research goals. First, to understand the socioeconomic realities of the 
communities regarding the archaeological sites. Socioeconomic reality in the context of this 
study is defined as the daily interaction with the sites in matters of livelihood, resource 
procurement, and adaptations to the presence of the archaeological sites. Second, I want to know 
the sociocultural perspectives that the residents have regarding the sites. Sociocultural 
perspectives in the context of this research included the perceptions that the residents have based 
on their knowledge of the sites or heritage perspectives that the sites may be eliciting in them. 
Finally, besides exploring the socioeconomic realities and cultural perspectives that govern the 
relationship between the ancient sites and the present-day communities, I decided to investigate 
the impact of archaeology in the area, including the impact of the archaeological sites, the value 
that the sites may or may not have for the community, and what they know about them. Also, I 
wanted to know about the impact of the PCAP and its archaeological research in the 
communities. These additional research questions arose from the data obtained in the field after 
the frequent inquiries from the residents about the future of the projects. Finally, I wanted to 
address the context of site value in the setting of the communities, specifically the meaning and 
the worthiness that they view in them. These topics guided me to develop a main research 
question divided in the three sub-questions to address the following: Socioeconomic realities 
affecting community-site interactions, sociocultural perspectives in the context of community 
site interactions, the impact of the practice of archaeology and the existence of archaeological 
sites in the area.  
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Research Questions  
To atone for the lack of information mentioned in the last section, I developed the 
following question to address the research problem: In what ways and to what extent do 
social/cultural perceptions, socioeconomic realities, and the archaeological practices influence 
the conservation of archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras? To better 
address this question and to facilitate the conduction of the study, I developed the following sub-
questions focusing exclusively in the communities of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos:  
Q1: How do the inhabitants of the present-day communities Palmarejo and Palos 
Blancos interact with the archaeological sites in the areas, and to what extent do archaeological 
sites affect the livelihood of the communities? 
This question explores the physical interactions between community residents and the 
archaeological sites surrounding them. It addresses the day to day activities that the residents 
perform in the archaeological areas about their livelihood activities like farming and grazing. The 
question pretends to identify any additional use of the sites as an economic resource that is or 
could be exploited by the residents beyond subsistence. Also, it investigates if there are any rules 
(social or cultural) for the use and consumption of these resources. Finally, it explored 
management techniques that residents use today to deal with the presence of archaeological sites 
in their fields, the conservation status of the site and the possible challenges they may face in the 
near future.  
Q2: How do residents perceive the ruins and what is the meaning of them according to 
those perceptions? Do archaeological sites impact/influence cultural perceptions of heritage 
and/or national identity?  
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This question investigates the notion of heritage as an element of national identity and its 
relationship with the perception of the archaeological sites. It addresses the issue of the official 
national discourse about heritage in Honduras and its possible impact on the perception and 
conservation of the archaeological remains in the valley, particularly the effects of the official 
discourse of mayanization and mestizaje in Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. Finally, this question 
addresses the residents’ perceptions of the physical archaeological remains and their 
explanations for their existence, and if these have a connection with the heritage discourse of 
Honduras.  
Q3: How has archaeological research impacted the present-day communities of 
Palmarejo and Palos Blancos? 
This question investigates the effects of the archaeological research performed in the 
valley between 2004 and 2008. It explores how residents have been affected by the PCAP 
research and if this has affected socioeconomic perspectives and expectations based on the 
archaeological practice. In addition, it examines the expectations that they have for the future 
regarding the potential development or use of the archaeological area. Also, this question 
explores the value that the residents ascribed to the archaeological sites and if their value is based 
on socioeconomic realities, cultural perceptions, archaeological practice or a combination of 
them.  
Nature of the Study 
This study is a qualitative investigation using a combined methodological approach (Lal 
et al. 2012.) using an ethnographic approach in the context of archaeological ethnography for 
data collection and a grounded theory approach for the analysis of the data (Charmaz and 
Mitchell 2007). The research proposal was reviewed and approved by the USF’s Institutional 
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Review Board (IRB). The population used in the research was chosen using a convenience 
sample approach. Fifty persons from the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos were chosen. 
The goal was to interview a person of each of the household in both villages. Sixteen persons 
were interviewed in the village of Palos Blancos and thirty-seven in the village of Palmarejo. All 
the participants were residents of their respective villages and consenting adults. Prior to the 
research, the village authorities were informed about the goal of the research and each participant 
was instructed individually about the process. Only persons that gave an informed consent were 
allowed to do the interview.  
The data used in this research were obtained during a period of eight months between 
2010 and 2011. The data consist of 50 semi-structured open-ended interviews. In addition, 
participant observation, land use survey, and site evaluation were performed in the villages’ 
peripheral areas, including the farmland, grazing areas, main archaeological sites, and other 
outlier sites related to them.  
The data from the interviews were transcribed and analyzed using Atlas.ti and IMB SPSS 
software. The qualitative analysis of the data was performed using grounded theory methods in 
which categories emerging from the text are identified and linked with concepts, creating 
substantive and formal interpretations of the research results (Bernard 2002; Charmaz 2006). 
Among the grounded theory methods used in the analysis are several kinds of coding approaches 
such as initial coding and secondary coding (selective and focused coding). These were 
supported by memo writing exercises to develop the analysis by comparison of codes and 
concepts, increasing the abstraction of ideas grounded in the data (Charmaz 2006). 
The data obtained from site evaluation were compared to data obtained from pedestrian 
surveys performed by the PCAP from 2004 to 2006 to assess human impact to the sites over the 
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last six years. Data obtained from observations and surveys were also used to validate the data 
obtained from the semi-structured interviews. Observations were documented through field 
notes, and these were coded using descriptive coding (Saldaña 2009) and then analyzed by 
comparing with the codes and concepts obtained from the analysis of the interview data. 
Methodological and analytical topics will be discussed in detail in chapter three. 
Assumptions 
This study departs from the assumption that all subjects participated voluntarily and with 
the intention of conveying their perceptions, opinions, and experiences about the different topics 
of the interview. It is assumed that the responses of the participants were true, reflecting the 
reality of their daily lives. This assumption rest in the assurance to the subjects that all the 
information provided by them will remain in strict confidentiality and the raw data will be 
discarded after the publication of the study for academic purposes. The participants were 
instructed about the content of the interviews and their options. They were informed that the 
interviews will be anonymous, and that no real name or location of the interviewees would be 
revealed. The participants chose their own fictional names for their interviews. In addition, 
participants were informed that incidents and references related to locations provided by them 
would remain undisclosed if there is any chance that the information can be traced back to a 
particular person.  
Limitations 
The main limitations of this study are related to the historical context in which the 
interviews were conducted and the limited inclusion of participants. The first limitation is related 
to the time context in which this study developed. As explained above, this study only reflects 
the context of the villages during the years 2010 to 2011, a period of political instability in 
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Honduras. During this period, Honduran and its population were trying to recuperate from the 
military Coup of June 26, 2009. As mentioned earlier, the President of Honduras, Manuel Zelaya 
was deposed and a temporary government lead by the de facto President Roberto Micheletti 
remained in charge of the country until the elections of November 29, 2009, in which Porfirio 
Lobo was elected as president. Both the interim government and Lobo’s administration 
confronted problems establishing their legitimacy in the eyes of the world. For many months the 
country was isolated from the international community due the fact that just a couple of foreign 
governments recognized both regimes. This created an environment of uncertainty that affect the 
whole country in different scales including the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos.  
The environment of political tension might have had an effect in the responses of some of 
the participants especially when the topic of the interviews involved several activities that are 
illegal in the country and might attract the government intervention through several agencies like 
the IHAH or the Public Ministry of Justice. In addition, the participants did not feel comfortable 
talking about politics and the government during the recorded interview processes. Most of the 
participants limited themselves to talk about the municipal government during the recordings. A 
few participants dared to mention something about politics, the Coup, or the government but 
only out of record. I perceived animosity even between neighbors because opinions about the 
coup were very different. Most of the residents were against the coup, however there were a few 
residents that favored it, calling the coup “el cambio de sucesión” [the successional change]. I 
felt that practically asking about the central government was out of the question, so I limited 
myself to ask about the municipal government, the government in general, and agencies like the 
IHAH.  
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The second limitation is related to the limited inclusion of participants. Participation were 
only limited to adults in the villages. The data only reflect the perceptions, opinions and 
experiences of the adults in the area because the sample criteria of exclusion precluded the 
participation of minors. Also, regarding the context of the archaeological sites at the 
national/regional level, the data is based mostly on literature and documental sources from 
Honduras. The data do not include the perspective of the IHAH about the research problem. The 
original research plan included interviews with key figures within the IHAH; however, the 
military coup of 2009 prevented any steps in that direction. Finally, because the data was 
obtained from only two of the seven communities of the valley, the description of the processes 
occurring in the area are circumscribed only to the context of the villages of Palmarejo and Palos 
Blancos. 
Rationale and Significance of the Study 
Although the results of this study only circumscribed to the villages of Palmarejo and 
Palos Blancos, the dynamics that occurs between sites and residents may be representative of 
many rural communities coexisting with archaeological sites throughout Honduras. In these 
scenarios, programs and projects advocating archeological resource conservation are needed. 
However, for a successful conservation program, the dissemination of archaeological knowledge 
and cultural resource management regulations is not enough. It is imperative to understand the 
sociocultural context in which archaeological sites and communities interact. This work 
addresses these interactions in the context of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. This research is 
unique because it was conducted in a rural setting inhabited by non-descendants communities, 
involving archaeological remains that may be related to a group that have not been researched 
archaeologically, the Lenca, that is not considered by many Hondurans as important as the Maya 
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for Honduran cultural heritage (Euraque 2004). In addition, this work pretends to build on 
previous efforts in understanding the impact of mayanization in the practice of archaeology and 
conservation in Honduras, especially after the coup of 2009, an event that fortified the 
mayanization process and the tourism industry that its support (Euraque 2010a, Joyce 2009, 
Maldonado 2011).  
Regarding its significance, this research explores the relationships and interactions 
between contemporary populations living in archeological zones using archaeological 
ethnography, an approach to archaeological research that examines the sociocultural contexts of 
archaeology using ethnography. In Mesoamerica, few studies have used ethnography (Breglia 
2006b; Castañeda 1996; Robles-García 1996) or have focused on the socioeconomic context of 
the populations living around archaeological sites (Mortensen 2006, 2009). All of these studies 
have focused on cultural groups, such as the Maya and the Zapotecs, that were characterized in 
the prehispanic past by monumental architecture (Breglia 2006b; Robles-García 1996) and 
whose achievements served as an inspiration for the formation of national identities (Breglia 
2006b; Joyce 2003a). In addition, these studies have been done in urban contexts or related to 
sites deeply embedded in the tourism industry, such as Copán (in Honduras), Chichén Itzá, 
Monte Albán, and Mitla (in Mexico). This research also assesses the economic impacts of 
archaeological sites on land use for subsistence and livelihood strategies, a different approach to 
previous and innovative research addressing present-day communities and archaeological 
knowledge in other parts of northwestern Honduras (Maldonado 2011) and studies around the 
world that only consider the impact of large-scale development at the national levels (e.g. Bennet 
and Barker 2011; McManamon and Hatton 2000; Miguez 2012). These livelihood strategies are 
important to consider because the presence of archaeological sites on the landscape is an 
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important economic issue in rural contexts, especially where wealth is measured by access to 
land and the ability of households to produce food (Gray and Moseley 2005:11).  
In addition to socioeconomic realities, this research addresses cultural notions such as 
heritage perceptions. Heritage perceptions are an important part of the culture of every nation 
and, therefore, a topic of great interest for the discipline of archaeology. Heritage has been 
traditionally defined as “a collective generalization derived from the idea of an individual’s 
inheritance from a deceased ancestor” (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996:1). However, this 
definition has expanded into different meanings and a wide variety of contexts (Breglia 2006b; 
Hamilakis 2003; Joyce 2003a; Sen 2002; Smith 2007; Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996) on which 
one of the most salient meanings for the discipline of archaeology is heritage as a non-physical 
aspect of the past that may have an impact on archaeological conservation. In the case of 
Honduras, this idea of heritage is linked to the notion of national identity, which involve 
discourses of mestizaje and mayanization (Barahona 2002; Euraque 2004). The way national 
identity is expressed affects the ways in which individuals and groups view themselves and their 
surroundings, and the way social institutions assign values to different ideas, objects, and places. 
In the context of the Naco Valley and the Palmarejo area, where living in poverty is not the 
exception, the destruction of archaeological sites for the sake of development is potentially 
dangerous (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007; Luke and Henderson 2006). The will to dispatch an 
archaeological site could be stronger if the past of the site is seen as foreign or different from the 
perceived past of the population.  
Finally, the data obtained from this study about the dynamics between sites and people 
could be used to evaluate the situation in other rural areas throughout Honduras where 
archaeological projects occur today. The methods employed in this research could be adapted for 
31 
 
use in other regions beyond Honduras, including other countries of Latin America with similar 
rural archaeological contexts. Therefore, this research, by understanding the interaction of these 
factors, could help in the development of community-based conservation projects to reconcile 
development and archaeological preservation. These types of projects could help 
contemporaneous communities related to their surrounding archaeological remains, involving 
them actively in getting knowledge about sites and their conservation (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007; 
Marshall 2002).  
Summary  
The sites of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos, two of the most important sites in the 
Palmarejo Archaeological zone are suffering damages due subsistence practices and the use of 
the mounds as a source for raw material for construction. The discovery of an Uluan marble vase 
in the site of Palos Blancos threaten to complicate this problem due the high valuable status that 
these vases have in the antiquities' market. A solution to the problem could be the development 
of a community archaeology project with emphasis on education and preservation regarding the 
archaeological sites. However, with the goal of developing this potential project, it is important 
to understand the socioeconomic realities governing the interaction between present-day 
communities and ancient sites; the cultural heritage perspectives of the current residents; the 
official states discourses that may be affecting archaeological preservation and education, and 
the impact of archeological research in the communities. Following the premise that establishes 
that archaeological research efforts do not occur in isolation, but in the context of each of the 
communities in which each archaeological project or research is carried out, this study used an 
ethnographic approach to understand the context in which communities in the Palmarejo 
Archaeological Zone interact with the ancients sites with the further goal to address a problem in 
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conservation by answering the following research question: In what ways and to what extent do 
sociocultural perceptions and socioeconomic realities affect/may influence the conservation of 
archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
 
Theoretical Context of the Study  
 
In the last chapter, I introduced the main research question: In what ways and to what 
extend do sociocultural perspectives and/or socioeconomics realities affect archaeological 
remains in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras. In this chapter I present the literature related to the 
main topics of this study, which are represented through the main research question and the 
different sub-questions, these being conservation, heritage, value, and community archaeology. 
Although there is not a question directly related to the topic of community archaeology, due the 
fact that this topic was the inspiration to this research I include an overview about the origin of 
the concept and its relationship to public archaeology.  
In the first section, I clarify the relationship of archaeology and heritage, terms that seems 
to be used interchangeably in the literature regarding cultural heritage. The second section is 
about archaeology and conservation. This section has four subsections. The first two sub-sections 
cover the importance of the archaeological record and the concept of stewardship. The third 
subsection addresses the threats to the archeological record. The final subsection presents the 
relationship between conservation and its protection, including the management of the 
archaeological record and the literature behind it.  
The third section is about the relationship of archaeology and heritage with the concept of 
value. Here the concepts and the literature regarding value and significance are presented in the  
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first subsection. In the second subsection, I present the different typologies that are used to assess 
the system of values behind the significance of archaeological resources considered as heritage. 
The final section is about the processes of valuing and valorization of archaeological recourses. 
These processes turn these resources into cultural heritage, affecting concepts as national identity 
or the ways in which heritage can be commodified. The fourth section is about the relationship 
between archaeology and communities. The first subsection is about the concept of public 
archaeology, as the precursor of community archaeology. The final subsection is about 
community archaeology and how this area of research has been developing since the last decade. 
The chapter concludes with a discussion of how the literature presented here relates to the 
research problem and its potential to assist in answering the main question and each of its sub-
questions.  
Archaeology and Heritage 
In the last chapter as I introduced the purpose of this study and its respective research 
question and sub-questions, two terms stood out, archaeology and heritage. There is a strong 
relationship between these two concepts in the literature, specifically regarding archaeological 
resource management, public archaeology, and heritage studies. In some instances, the terms 
seem to be used interchangeably giving the impression that they are the same concept (Willems 
2014:107).  Although an explanation of these terms emerged through different sections of the 
first chapter, in this section I present an introduction to the term heritage and its relationship with 
archaeology. Also, I provided some definitions of related terms to these subjects that are part of 
the scope of this study. 
35 
 
The Society for American Archaeology (SAA) in its website, defines archaeology as “the 
study of the ancient and recent human past through material remains”11 This definition seems to 
circumscribe archaeology to the physicality of the material objects, ignoring the extensive 
subjects that archaeology covers in the present. Archaeology was initially concerned with the 
study of material remains left by past cultures, the description of archaeological materials, and 
the rudimentary classifications of material remains (Willey and Sabloff 1993:38). However, 
during the last decades of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21stcentury, archaeology 
evolved into a holistic discipline, expanding into the study of modern societies and their beliefs 
and perceptions about the past. The ways in which present day societies perceive, understand, 
and value archaeological remains became a research interest in archaeology. New definitions for 
what is archaeology emerged from those interests. Archaeology has been defined as the study of 
the relationship of the people with their past (Hodder 2003:62). Archaeology is defined also as 
“discourses and practices on things from another past” defined by materiality and temporality 
(Hamilakis and Anagnostopoulos 2009:73). This last definition seems to include the intangible 
part of archaeology, one that is composed of interpretations, perspectives, and beliefs, however 
at the same time, it addresses the tangible part, as it refers to the materiality of things. Hamilakis 
argues that this definition creates multiple archaeologies, interpreted by social constructs though 
different perspectives of time and space (Hamilakis and Anagnostopoulos 2009). It is in these 
interpretations of the material remains of the past that the concept of heritage became an 
essential element in understanding the perceived past and its ramifications in the modern world. 
                                                 
11 What is Archaeology? Society for American Archaeology. Electronic document: 
http://www.saa.org/ForthePublic/Resources/EducationalResources/ForEducators/ArchaeologyforEducators/WhatisA
rchaeology/tabid/1346/Default.aspx, accessed January 17, 2015. 
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Heritage is a concept that has changed over time (Littler and Naidoo 2004). Traditionally, 
heritage has been defined as a “collective generalization derived from the idea of an individual’s 
inheritance from a deceased ancestor” (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996:1) or as a “material object 
or site” (Smith 2006:45). However, this definition has expanded into different meanings and a 
wide variety of contexts. Tunbridge and Ashworth present several applications of the concept of 
heritage used in the popular media during the last decades of the 20th century. Heritage has been 
used to describe physical things that come from the past, such as museum collections, major 
archaeological sites, and monumental buildings. It has been used to brand locations with no 
physical structures but related to events or personalities from the past.  Heritage has been used to 
describe cultural and artistic manifestations that favored national images and it has been used to 
include elements of the landscape of a particular region (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996).  
Another application is the use of heritage as an industry, in which the concept is used for selling 
goods and services based on a heritage component with the purpose of recreating a perceived 
past for the sake of tourism consumption (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996:2). 
In addition to the uses of the term of heritage described above, Tunbridge and Ashworth 
present us with an additional application for the use of heritage that is crucial for this 
investigation. Heritage can be used to define non-physical aspects inspired by the past when 
viewed from the present. This definition of the past can be individual, collective, or even 
representative of the national memories of a group (Foucault 1969; Sorensen 1990:61; Tunbridge 
and Ashworth 1996:1-2).  Examples of these non-physical aspects of heritage are concepts such 
as cultural identity and the creation of nationalistic discourses to reinvent the past of a particular 
society, both for cultural and economic reasons (e.g.; Baram and Rowan 2004; Euraque 2004; 
Fibiger 2014; Jacobs and Porter 2009). 
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Reviewing the literature from the last decade regarding this concept, it seems that the 
application of the concept of heritage as presented by Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996), continues 
to be current in the 21st century. However, there was a modification and that is the recognition of 
heritage as a process by itself. Skeates describes heritage as a dynamic process in which the past 
is “uncritically refashioned for present-day purposes” such as ancestry, continuity, identity, 
community, and the legitimization of systems of power and authority (Skeates 2000:9; 
Lowenthal 1998; Shore 1996).  Expanding in the description of heritage as a process, Smith 
provides a definition of heritage that covers most of the applications of heritage above while 
adding several dimensions to the process of heritage. She defined heritage as a “cultural process 
or performance that is concerned with the production and negotiation of cultural identity, 
individual and collective memory, and social and cultural values” (Smith 2007:2).  Finally, 
Ashworth et al. provided an updated definition of heritage suggesting a purpose for the process 
involved in its construction. They simply defined heritage as “the use of the past as a cultural, 
political, and economic resource” (Ashworth et al. 2007:3). These definitions suggest that 
heritage is a process that creates a resource that can be used to influence the present. This is far 
from the original definition of heritage as an inheritance from an ancestor or another way to 
describe materials remains from the past. 
Another aspect of heritage is how it changes the general meaning of material remains 
when applied to concepts used by the archaeologists in academia and archaeological resources 
management. Terms like archaeological resources, heritage resources, archaeological heritage, 
or cultural heritage are also used when referring to archaeological remains. The usage of a 
particular term depends on the context and the geographical area in which they are used. All 
these terms refer to archaeological remains, which are defined as “those objects, structures, 
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deposits, and other remains and traces that were intentionally or unintentionally created by past 
cultures” and survived into the present (Lipe 2002:21).  Disagreements about the uses of the term 
archaeological resources vis-à-vis heritage resources are based in the limitations of the word 
archaeological, which circumscribes to past materials exclusively under the discipline of 
archaeology, excluding professionals involved in other fields like heritage that are closely related 
to the management of archeological remains (Chambers 2004). There is also disagreement about 
the use of the term “resources” instead of the term “heritage”. Indigenous groups have 
denounced the use of the term “resources” based in the fact that they consider what 
archaeologists called resources as “heritage” (Smith 2004; Zimmerman 1998). In this case, 
meanings and beliefs are ascribed to material remains based on heritage considerations. This can 
be observed in the later terms mentioned above, archaeological heritage and cultural heritage. 
The definitions of these terms suggest a scope beyond the physicality of material remains.  
Skeates argues that archaeological heritage can be defined in two ways, as “the material 
culture of past societies that survives into the present” and “as the process through which the 
material culture of past societies is re-evaluated and re-used in the present” (Skeates 2000:9-10). 
The first definition refers to the use of material remains as archaeological resources and the 
second definition refers to the process of interpretation of those remains in the present. These 
definitions surpass the passive nature of the term “material remains”, the main object of research 
according to the SAA’s definition of archaeology presented above.  However, Skeates argues 
that most of the time one of these definitions is used depending on the contexts and intentions of 
particular users. He suggests that national governments and professional cultural-heritage 
organizations prefer to use the material definition of archaeological heritage despite the fact that 
these are the same institutions who “dominate the re-evaluation and re-use in the present” of 
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archaeological remains (Skeates 2000:10). According to him, only people or groups critical of 
the use of heritage as a transformative process use the second definition (Skeates 2000:10). 
The second of the terms, cultural heritage, in contrast to archaeological heritage, has been 
defined in a broad inclusive manner as anything that has a cultural importance, including 
material culture such as archaeological remains and expressions of culture such as literature, 
music, and natural formations among others (Harding 1999). Cultural heritage also includes 
human history, ideas, values, and beliefs besides physical objects (Jafari 2000). In this aspect, 
cultural heritage includes tangible and intangible objects (Isakhan 2015). Nonetheless, despite 
the straight forward definition of this term, there is not a standard agreement of what constitutes 
cultural heritage (Blake 2000). There are many definitions of cultural heritage and all vary 
according to countries, organizations, and theoretical frameworks12. A particular definition is 
adopted depending on the goals or agendas of those institutions. The definition of cultural 
heritage adopted by the Council of Europe in their Faro Framework Convention on the Value of 
Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro Convention, 2005), is a comprehensive definition for this 
polysemic concept. The Faro Convention defined cultural heritage as “a group of resources 
inherited from the past which people identify, independently of ownership, as a reflection and 
expression of their constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge and traditions13”. This last 
definition of cultural heritage, by stating the constant evolution of ideas ascribed to cultural 
tangible and intangibles objects, underlines the most important characteristic of heritage and its 
related terms when referring to archaeology.  This characteristic is in the nature of this process of 
                                                 
12 For a list of different definitions of cultural heritage according to national governments and international 
organizations such as UNESCO and ICOMOS, see Jokilehto 2005, electronic document: 
http://cif.icomos.org/pdf_docs/Documents%20on%20line/Heritage%20definitions.pdf, accessed July 23, 2015. 
13  Council of Europe, Faro Convention 2005: Section I, Article 2(a). 
40 
 
evolution, being a social construction that results from social processes depending of their 
contexts in time and space (Avrami et al. 2000:6).  
Another term that is related to heritage and is an equivalent of cultural heritage in the 
context of countries which languages belongs to the Romance language family is cultural 
patrimony. Cultural patrimony is used in the same context as the terms cultural heritage or 
heritage. According to Vecco, the term patrimony; patrimonie in French or patrimonio in 
Spanish; is preferred in Romance languages for its more inclusive range in comparison with the 
cognates of “heritage”; héritage in French, herencia in Spanish (Vecco 2010). These words refer 
to the inheritance of things in their respective languages, while the term patrimony has a social 
connotation (Vecco 2010:322).  Originally a synonym of heritage, the term patrimony expanded 
to include a narrative of identity, territory, nationhood supported by national governments and 
their institutions (López Aguilar 2002:157). In Latin America, cultural patrimony or patrimonio 
cultural has been defined as a “collective social construction charged of a strong symbolic and 
identity character (Prats 1997), applied to cultural goods (tangibles and intangibles) that are part 
of the historical development of a social entity” (Miguez 2012:35). In the context of this study, 
Honduras, cultural patrimony is defined by law as everything in the following categories: 
monuments and architectonic works of highly historical, anthropological, or artistic value; 
mobile property like paintings, sculptures, jewels, and coins; compounds including landscapes, 
buildings, and complete zones; documents and bibliographies; and all the cultural expressions 
and folklore belonging to the different ethnic notions of the nation (Law for the Protection of the 
Cultural Patrimony of the Nation of 1997, Art. 2).     
Synthetizing the previous concepts to illustrate the link between archaeology and 
heritage, there is a basic assumption that archaeological remains are the physical aspect of the 
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past while heritage represents the ideological aspects of the same remains. These ideological 
aspects include a set of values based on the interpretation of multiple perceptions of the past that 
have cultural, political, and economic consequences in the present. Heritage operates in the 
present as a resource, using the past as its foundation but does not engage directly with the study 
of the past itself (Ashworth et al. 2007).  The link between heritage and archaeology is 
materialized through the meanings that cultural perceptions and values ascribed to archaeological 
remains. These meanings are created according to the demands of the present, and assign cultural 
values to archaeological remains, transforming them in heritage resources (Ashworth et al. 
2007:3).  These values based on these meanings have a great impact in the conservation and 
representation of the archaeological past today by distinguishing what need to be preserved and 
what need to be discarded. In this classification archaeological remains become cultural 
property, objects that “embody the values and traditions of a community to such an extent that 
concern about their fate transcends legal ownership” (Layton and Wallace 2006:47). However, 
some of these objects may transcend more than others by their significance and sustained by the 
concept of heritage. These objects symbolize the essence of a nation or a culture (Barkan and 
Bush 2002). These essential objects are classified as archaeological heritage, cultural heritage, or 
cultural patrimony. As Carman argues, heritage is a process of categorization (Carman 2003), 
each category getting its own treatment and significance accordingly. For these reasons heritage 
is essential for the discussion of conservation in archaeology. This brief introduction to the 
concept of heritage and its relationship with archaeology is expanded in further sections of this 
chapter, including its role in the construction of national identities and the commodification of 
the past.  
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Before concluding this section, I want to clarify the usage of the above concepts in this 
study and the rationale for such uses. I am using the term archaeological remains to describe the 
material remains in their physicality, which include things such as archaeological sites, artifacts, 
and other manifestations of human past occupations. These are merely ancient objects before any 
interpretation, value, or idea that might be ascribed to them.  Given the Honduran context of the 
study, I am using the term cultural patrimony to describe material remains or cultural expressions 
that have been classified as representative of the nation, in which ideas regarding to national 
expressions, perspectives, and beliefs have been reified in the objects themselves. Finally, I am 
using cultural heritage as defined by the Faro Convention presented before, however, I am 
expanding the “group of resources” in the definition to include concepts such national discourses 
and ideologies among others representative of heritage. These could be considered as intangible 
resources for the use, reuse, and manipulation of the material past. Cultural heritage is used as an 
inclusive concept that includes ideas and objects, being these cultural patrimony or just material 
remains with ascribed values.  Summarizing, the term “archaeological remains” is used for 
material remains without ascribed values, interpretations or ideas; the term “cultural patrimony” 
as the material objects or cultural manifestations with ascribed values representing a nation; and 
the term “cultural heritage” as all physical objects plus all the values, ideas, beliefs, and 
perceptions ascribed to them in the present not limited to a particular context. These are 
intangible concepts that seem to be evolving all the time due their nature as social constructs. In 
the next section, I cover the topic of conservation in archaeology to understand the dynamic of 
archaeological conservation, a dynamic that is affected by this interaction between the concept of 
archaeology and heritage.  Through the study, I am using the concept of cultural heritage when 
not referring to the particular context of Honduras, in which cultural patrimony is the operational 
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term used throughout the pertinent legislations and institutions in charge of cultural heritage and 
archaeological remains. 
Archaeology and Conservation 
In this section I present the literature related to archaeology and conservation. The first 
subsection addresses the source of archaeological data, the archaeological record. The second 
subsection addresses the concept of stewardship and the contention around it. The third 
subsection addresses the threats to the archaeological records, looting, development, military 
conflicts and vandalism. Looting is discussed more due the different controversies around it, 
including “subsistence” looting, the antiquities/black market, and the problems related to its 
context. Finally, in the last section the concept of cultural resource management (CRM) is 
introduced along with its role as a governance tool to choose the cultural resources that should be 
preserved. Finally, the section also discusses the relationship between heritage in its cultural 
modality, and archaeological conservation.  
The Archaeological Record 
Conservation in archaeology have been defined in several ways depending in the class of 
material remains. Most of the time the term is used in reference of the conservation of artifacts. 
Johnson (1993) differentiates this term according to its usage. She argues that the term 
conservation archaeology was coined by Americans archaeologists like Lipe (1978), and Fowler 
(1987) to describe the preservation of an entire site in situ or sites threatened by development 
(Johnson 1993:251).  In the technical aspect of artifact conservation, archaeological 
conservation has been defined as the “conservation of materials obtained by systematic field 
excavation” (Johnson 1993:251). The main goal of the conservation of artifacts is to prevent the 
disintegration of artifacts once they are removed from its matrix during excavations (Cronyn 
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2003). In the field of heritage, conservation have been defined as “all the processes of looking 
after a place so as to retain its cultural significance” (Burra Charter 1999). In the Burra Charter, 
cultural significance is defined as anything that have “aesthetic, historic, scientific, social, or 
spiritual value for past, present, or future generations” (Burra Charter 1999). Cultural 
significance is used to measure “the importance of a site as determined by the aggregate of 
values attributed to it” (de la Torre and Mason 2002:3). Cultural significance is the measure to 
decide what is worth for conservation by evaluating the inherent and ascribed values of material 
remains. It suggests the preservation of an object only if it is cultural significant, a concept made 
of ascribed values. In this study, I am using the term archaeological conservation to refer to the 
preservation of archaeological sites and artifacts in situ, these being the most important 
categories of archaeological remains, which are the main focus of this investigation. 
Independently of the nature of the material remains, archaeological research depends on 
their conservation to retain its scientific value for current and further research. Despite its 
importance, conservation is considered sometimes as a complementary part of archaeological 
research, its role being devalued in the preservation of the integrity of the archaeological record 
(Drennan and Mora 2002). The Society for American Archaeology (SAA) in its first principle 
defined archaeological record as all archaeological materials, sites, collections, and records 
related to archaeological remains (Society for American Archaeology 1996). The term 
archaeological record has been described as ambiguous (Patrik 1985) due the fact that it includes 
all aspects of the discipline, from archaeological remains to the data obtained from them. For the 
purpose of this study the archaeological record refers to archaeological sites, artifacts found in 
situ, and the information obtained from them.  
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The archaeological record is considered an unrenewable resource for the purposes of 
archaeological studies, one that is destroyed if is disturbed. This destruction includes all 
activities that impact the archaeological record, independently of their source.  The excavations 
performed by professional archaeologists are included in this destruction process (Davis 1972). 
However, there is a difference between the destruction of the archaeological record by 
archaeologists and the destruction done by other causes like development or looting. 
Archaeologists use research methods to obtain and record the information obtained during 
excavation by documenting the location and retrieval of artifacts as archaeological data. The 
accuracy and utility of archaeological data depend on how well the context in which objects are 
found in situ is documented. Archaeological context is the area from which archaeological 
remains are retrieved (Thomas 2000). The importance of context and what made it a source of 
archaeological data is the position of the artifacts in time and space, established by the 
measurement and assessment of its associations, matrixes, and provenances (Elia 1997:85; Fagan 
1997). Archaeological remains lose any scientific and informational value once the context is 
destroyed, making the objects meaningless for accurate archaeological research (Layton and 
Wallace 2006).  
The destruction of the archaeological record and its contexts can be caused by natural or 
human intervention (Elia 1997). However, human intervention is the one responsible for most of 
the destruction of the archaeological record. Modern societies intervene with archaeological sites 
through several processes, among them the development and improvement in national 
economies, livelihoods and infrastructures (e.g. Bennet and Barker 2011; McManamon and 
Hatton 2000; Miguez 2012), looting (e.g. Goodard 2011; Krieger 2014; Parks et al. 2006; 
Renfrew 2000), vandalism (Ndoro and Pwiti 2001; Parks 2010), and war and ethnic conflicts 
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(e.g. Farchakh Bajjaly 2008; Sharan Sharma 2001). In addition, the archaeological record is 
destroyed by processes imbued with scientific and legal appearance, motivated by selective 
preservation (Mathers et al. 2005). Selective preservation is the process of preserving some 
material traits over others (Hamilakis 2007). This process is driven by perceptions and 
interpretations of the concept of heritage in nationalistic discourses and in its use in 
commodification processes (e.g. Kane 2003; Kohl and Fawcett 1998[1995]; Rowan and Baram 
2004). This preservation usually is enforced by government or official institutions by policy, 
favoring the heritage representative of national ideas (Rossi 2013). In the context of Honduras, 
looting and development are direct causes of site destruction (Lara Pinto 2006; Luke and 
Henderson 2006; Carías de López 1996). Besides these causes, selective conservation is an 
indirect cause that affects the archaeological record in Honduras. As presented in chapter one, 
national heritage discourses favors the study and preservation of certain areas and cultures over 
others (Euraque 1998; 2004; Joyce 2003a; Lara Pinto 2006; Mortensen 2009).  
The apparent necessity to preserve the material remains of the past seems to be a 
universal value, however that is not the case (Krieger 2014). In many parts of the world the past 
is not relevant to the daily lives of the people and if it is, there may be a different kind of 
interaction that not involved preserving its traces. However, being an aspect of time, the past is 
“universally experienced by all human beings, although perceived and structured by people of 
different cultures in different ways" (Williams and Mununggurr 1989:70). People interact with 
the past through oral histories, traditions, and in occasion digging their past themselves 
(Hollowell 2006:88). Some argue that archaeology is done under the assumption that the 
archaeological record is full of information to be discovered, and that science has a claim to 
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study the past and preserve the archaeological record, one that has a universal value for humanity 
(Handler 2009:174; Krieger 2014).  
Attitudes towards the past vary culturally across the world and these attitudes reflect over 
the perceptions and treatment of material remains of the past. Some cultures do not care about 
archaeological remains and for them the past is “at the periphery of the human experience” 
(Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2009:240). There are cultures in which the remains of the past are there 
“to be absorbed” back into the past by means of destruction or disintegration (Hamilakis 2007). 
There are other cultures in which the past is important but material traces are not significant to 
understand it. These cultures interact with the past by oral histories, myths, or folklore (Gazin-
Schwartz and Holtorf 1999; Hollowell 2006; Layton 1989).  There are cases in which the past 
and the material remains that archaeologists and government classified as heritage do not 
coincide with what local communities see as heritage (Ardren 2002; Breglia 2006b; Orbașli 
2013; Stroulia and Buck Sutton 2009). Also, there are cases in which the materiality of the 
archaeological remains is not the essential part but their significance, which can be for religious 
or traditional reasons. In this cases the conservation of things is not the important part, but the 
actions that are/were recreated on them or the meanings that they represent (Daehnke 2009; King 
and Arthur 2014; Jopela and Fredriksen 2015; Owen 2002).  
The Concept of Stewardship 
The different perspectives about the past and its conservation have created differences 
between archaeologists and the populations affected by the archaeological practice. 
Archaeologists find many reactions in trying to promote a conservation ethic on the communities 
where they work. Sometimes the communities when informed that they have to stop doing 
subsistence practices around archaeological sites feel that archaeologists are valuing more the 
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fate of material remains over the welfare and livelihood of modern populations (Brodie 2010). 
There are arguments that the conservation values promoted by the ethics of conservation is a 
conception of the Western Civilization, in which materials remains of the past are viewed as a 
commodity (Hamilakis 2007:28). One of the most contested concepts in the conservation of 
archaeological remains is stewardship. Stewardship is defined as a “relationship between people 
and things that implies a responsibility for taking good care of something in the interest of 
someone else” (Hollowell 2009:219). This concept was adopted by the SAA in 1996, imposing 
the archaeologists the responsibility of protecting the archaeological record for the benefit of all 
people (Hollowell 2009:231).  The first principle of this code of ethics, the same that defined the 
concept of archaeological record, states regarding the responsibilities of the archaeologists the 
following:  
It is the responsibility of all archaeologists to work for the long-term conservation 
and protection of the archaeological record by practicing and promoting stewardship of 
the archaeological record. Stewards are both caretakers of and advocates for the 
archaeological record for the benefit of all people; as they investigate and interpret the 
record, they should use the specialized knowledge they gain to promote public 
understanding and support for its long-term preservation. [Society for American 
Archaeology 1996] 
This principle declaring archaeologists stewards of the archaeological record have been 
criticized for being vague and impractical (Scarre and Scarre 2006). The concept is vague 
because it does not establish for whom the archaeologists are taking care of the archaeological 
record, implying that it is being taken care for the benefit of everyone (Groarke and Warrick 
2006:163). This seems to be a problem because by generalizing the interested parts as everyone, 
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the concept ignores the variability of stakeholders and the different interests that they may 
represent (Groarke and Warrick 2006:165). In addition, it is argued that by enacting this 
principle, the SAA declares archaeology as the ideal instrument to evaluate the past and 
archaeologists as the interpreters of that past “in behalf of the public and the state” (Hollowell 
and Nicholas 2009:149). 
 In cases in which national governments have an interest in protecting certain 
archaeological or heritage resources, archaeologists representing the government are the ones in 
charge of protecting the archaeological record in the name of the state (Hollowell and Nicholas 
2009). In this case, the interests of the state seem to be more important that the interests of the 
public, which may cause an ambivalent view of what is the “benefit” and who are the 
beneficiaries. Stewardship have been seen as way of empowering some populations to contest 
“hegemonic narratives of the past” but as the same time as a way of protecting “the same 
material culture that allows for such contested narratives to exist” (Rizvi 2006:398). Is in this 
context that archaeological interpretations, government discourses, and public perceptions 
collide, creating conflict in promoting the conservation of the archaeological record. In this 
collision, usually governments win in influencing the decision of what is to be preserved and 
what archaeological interpretations are to be accepted. Governments are bounded by the laws 
they created and in some degree these laws may be influenced by ethics. However, due the fact 
that ethics principles only refer to “what is right and wrong”, while the laws decided “what is 
allowed or proscribed” (Alderman 2010:93; see also Krieger 2014) the last word about 
preservation is determined by heritage or patrimonial laws. According to this practice, only 
things that are protected by these laws are worth preserving. 
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Another critique to the concept of stewardship is that it concentrates in the protection of 
the archaeological record for the protection of future generations, while ignoring the context of 
the present, in which the public interact with the archaeological record (Hamilakis 2007). The 
principle of stewardship as prescribed by the SAA ignores other systems of stewardship used 
elsewhere (Hamilakis 2007). For example, in Mozambique, local communities have their own 
system of stewardship by being custodians of archaeological sites and the cultural heritage 
associated with them. In this case part of the archaeological record that need to be guarded is the 
relationship between place, death, and ancestor veneration. In the community of Manica, the 
local population has established their own system of traditional custodianships to protect cave 
paintings from the Stone Age. The paintings are not protected due their archaeological 
significance, but by being a place where the spirits of the ancestors live (Jopela and Fredriksen 
2015). Other examples include the rock art belonging to Australians Aboriginals, which are 
preserved by remaking them constantly (Hamilakis 2007:27), and the case of the Shinto temple 
of Ise in Japan, that it has been preserved for more than twelve centuries by being reconstructed 
every twenty years using every time the same kind of materials (Vecco 2010:324). 
Summarizing this section, it is apparent that archaeology as a discipline depends on the 
archaeological record as the source of material and data to be used in research. To be useful, the 
archaeological record need to preserve its integrity to provide context to the archaeological 
remains found in it. The archaeological record is in danger by different threats caused by human 
intervention, like development, looting, and selective preservation among others. These threats 
increase due the fact that the ethics of conservation is not universal but limited to certain 
populations. In the next subsection, I explore the main causes of site destruction in the world, 
these being looting, development, military conflicts, and vandalism. 
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Threats to the Archaeological Record 
 Although natural causes are responsible for the destruction of the archaeological record, 
the greatest threats to the archaeological record originate from its interaction with human 
populations. Humans with their increasing population numbers need to satisfy vital, social, and 
cultural needs through development. These developments worldwide are destroying 
archaeological sites in an accelerated pace (Lipe 2002). In this section, I discuss the main threats 
for archaeological conservation, looting, development, warfare, and vandalism.  
Looting. I am starting the discussion of archaeological threats with looting due the fact 
that is considered the most destructive of all the archaeological threats (Elia 1997; Renfrew 
2000). Although some may argue that natural causes like erosion, development, and livelihood 
practices like agriculture are more destructive to the archaeological record (Hollowell 2006), 
looting may have a major destructive impact for two reasons. First, the destruction of the 
archaeological record by looting is an intentional act (Elia 1997:86) and second, looting is a 
threat that can be combined with other threats like development and military conflicts (Isakhan 
2015; Luke and Henderson 2006; Renfrew 2000).  
Looting in its original context refers “to stealing or robbing goods from a place” (Hart 
and Chilton 2015:319). In the archaeological practice, looting has been traditionally defined as 
“the illicit, unrecorded, and unpublished excavation of ancient sites to provide antiquities for 
commercial trade” and it is classified as one of the leading causes of destruction of sites over the 
world (Renfrew 2000:15). Hart and Chilton argue that the term “looting” has a negative 
connotation, in which many different activities are grouped together. They argue that the use of 
the term ignores the context in which looting activities are occurring (Hart and Chilton 2015). 
This context includes a variety of “meanings, motivations, and consequences” and it can be legal 
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or illegal depending on the situation (Hart and Chilton 2015; Hollowell 2006). However, as the 
understanding of the local contexts in which looting is happening increases, new approaches to 
this definition emerge. One of these definitions, refers to looting as “the unofficial engagement 
with the material past” (Antoniadou 2009:247). This definition goes beyond the traditional goal 
of looting, acquiring objects for “commercial trade”.  In this definition the “unofficial 
engagement” could be an act that could be legal or illegal that does not involve the persons 
authorized to deal with the material past according to the laws of a particular country or the 
codes of ethics of different archaeological organizations. As I mention before, the most 
destructive part of the process of looting to archaeology, is the destruction of the archaeological 
record. Looters destroy archaeological sites in search of artifacts and in doing so they destroy the 
archaeological context and the information that it may provide. Once the context is disturbed, 
any scientific or informational data is lost. Looting affects archaeological sites as a whole, 
including artifacts that may be destroyed for lacking any value in the eyes of the looter (El-Gendi 
2012).  
Archaeological sites are looted all around the world (Brodie and Gill 2003). In a study 
done to understand the nature, geographic scope, and the frequency of looting and archaeological 
site destruction from a global perspective, it was found that looting and the destruction of 
archaeological sites are universal. The data obtained from questionnaires sent to archaeologists 
representing 118 countries around the word reveal that looting and archaeological site 
destruction occurred in 103 (87%) of the reported countries. In addition, the study suggests that 
looting is not limited to underdeveloped countries but it also happens in developed countries with 
good economies (Proulx 2013). Looting and site destruction related to these activities occur for 
different motivations. Besides commercial trade and economic gain (Luke and Henderson 2006; 
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Renfrew 2000); looting can be caused to supply subsistence needs (El-Gendi 2012; Kersel and 
Chesson 2013; Matsuda 1998); for traditional reasons and social cohesion (Colwell-
Chanthaphonh 2004; Goodard 2011; Hollowell 2006; Hart and Chilton 2015); as a result of war 
conflicts (Brodie and Renfrew 2005; Isakhan 2015); as a result of development and agriculture 
(Bennett and Barker 2011); as a source for collectors, either for profit or as a hobby (Hart and 
Chilton 2015; Renfrew 2000) and as a source for raw materials to reuse in construction and 
similar uses (David Salazar et al. 2007; Seetah 2015; Vella et al. 2015). Some of these causes 
show the versatility of looting to be combined with other threats to the archaeological record and 
why it is considered so destructive (Elia 1997; Isakhan 2015). 
Hollowell argues that the term looting “lumps” together people doing different kinds of 
activities with different kinds of motivations (Hollowell 2006:71). As mentioned before, there 
are different contexts for looting. The most common is looting for commercial trade in the 
antiquities market or in the black market. This market system has three main components, the 
acquisition of artifacts by looting archaeological sites or producing fakes; the distribution of the 
objects out of the country of origin; and the final purchase by collectors and institutions (Elia 
1997:87). Around the world many archaeological sites are destroyed to obtain artifacts to sell 
even if it is illegal in the country in which the looting is occurring. Once artifacts are retrieved 
from their original sites, they are sold to art collectors or dealers representing the antiquities 
market or the black market. Most of the time, the people who retrieved artifacts from the sites 
sell them at a small cost to supply subsistence needs or for having an extra income for their 
households (Kersel and Chesson 2013; Parks et al. 2010). Looted items usually are sold in the 
legal market (Proulx 2013) giving these activities an appearance of legitimacy, especially when 
they are supported by museums in Europe and the United States (Brodie and Renfrew 2005).  
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The antiquities market operates according to the rules of supply and demand, where the principal 
cause of looting is collecting (Elia 1997:87). Collectors can be private or institutional like 
museums. The reasons for collecting are diverse, and they depend on artistic, aesthetic, and 
investment values (Elia 1997:87). The problem is so pervasive around the world that even with 
the existence of international treaties between governments to prevent the traffic of illegal 
antiquities, site destruction continues to supply the demands of the market (Lynott 2003).  
Looting operations sometimes are serious business ventures and are “carried out in a highly 
systematic and organized fashion” (Elia 1997:88). It has been estimated that the income 
generated by the Black Market in 2008 is around $ 4 billion dollars (El-Gendi 2012; Milken 
Institute 2008).  
Hollowell argues that looting works like a continuum between two sides, high-end 
looting and low-end looting. The context of the looting decides the placement of the incident in 
the continuum. This context depends on the situation and the destination of the objects after 
being removed from their respective sites (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46). High-end looting 
includes all the situations in which artifacts are looted from an archaeological site, illegally or 
legally, as allowed by the laws of a particular country. In the United States, federal laws 
classified all legal looting activities under the name of “artifact hunting” as opposed to looting 
(Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46).  Low-end looting is defined by Hollowell as “undocumented 
excavations in which products are not headed straight for the international art or antiquities 
market (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46). Is in this last category that the concept of subsistence 
digging defined as “where people dig to find archaeological goods to sell and use the proceeds to 
support a subsistence lifestyle” (Hollowell 2006:69) is included. 
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Subsistence diggers are described by Matsuda as local people “who hunt and gather 
artifacts part-time in agricultural off-seasons as part of the seasonal round of traditional food-
getting practices” (Matsuda 1998:91). Matsuda interviewed people from Central America that 
pursue this practice. In this case, digging is a seasonal undertaking when there is no agricultural 
labor or food yield to feed the laborers and their families. This kind of looting is more about 
necessity in their economic realities and not for wage (Matsuda 1998:93). An example of this 
kind of practice is the type of looting activities pursued by the natives of St. Lawrence Island in 
Alaska. In this case, the people of the island live through a mix of cash and subsistence economy 
(Staley 1993). People in the island see the artifacts recovered as gifts from the ancestor to assist 
them in times of need (Hollowell 2009:224). Although artifacts are sold as a way to transform 
their heritage into income, the islanders are very conservative regarding the pace in which 
artifacts are obtained and sold. Their objective is to avoid large influx of money that could be 
squandered and to maintain a steady source of cash (Staley 1993:32).   
Besides the use of looted artifacts as a sources to supply the survival needs of some 
populations, some argued that looting also have a social role. Hart and Chilton argue that there 
are some activities considered as looting by archaeologists that should be evaluated in their 
social context. In their study about legal collecting practices of ancient artifacts in Deerfield, 
Massachusetts, they explore the aspect of collecting in the social context of the area. The authors 
found that collecting have other motivations beyond economic gain. The informants in the study 
admitted that collecting is also about doing an activity to promote social cohesion and to 
understand the past in their current place of residence. Also, they operate in the belief that they 
are saving artifacts that would be lost to archaeology by being put in storage out of the reach of 
the residents (Hart and Chilton 2014:328). Besides this example, it is argued that artifacts 
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collected by non-professionals in processes that could be labeled as looting can help in the 
creation of local identity and sense of attachment to a particular place (Antoniadou 2009:250). 
Some artifacts are not only just for collection but can support a link between modern populations 
and their past, including their connection to the material world (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
2004:595).  
Many solutions have been proposed to control looting. From the strict application of the 
laws that regulated artifacts buried in public lands to efforts integrating the public and local 
communities in the protection of the archaeological record through education and community 
outreach (Goodard 2011; Hoobler 2006; Hollowell-Zimmer 2003). However, there have been 
many critiques to those efforts. The kind of education offered through these means are seen as 
unidirectional, from the archaeologists to the community (Krieger 2014). It is suggested that 
archaeological education is discipline-centered, promoting stewardship, explaining 
archaeological methods, and raising awareness about the past without learning about the 
knowledge or perspectives of the public or the community (McGill 2012). Another critique is 
that community engagement and outreach through the sharing of information, artifact 
exhibitions, and site tours can encourage local digging (Krieger 2014:933).  Even the presence of 
archaeological crews can attract local looters (Vella et al. 2015). Regarding this approach to stop 
the problem, Hollowell argue that laws, code of ethics, and education have not been completely 
effective in controlling looting. According to her, the only projects that have been successful in 
deter looting by changing looters attitudes are those that included a participatory educational 
approach (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:51).  
In summary, looting is one the major threats to the archaeological context. Looting is 
intentional and versatile, being able to be combined with other common threats. Laws, codes of 
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ethics, and educational efforts have not been enough in stopping this problem that is occurring 
worldwide under the wing of a very lucrative industry. There have been cases in which education 
has succeed in deter looting, but mostly through participatory approaches between archaeologists 
and communities. However, it is important to understand the social context in which looting 
occur. This understanding can be done by doing ethnographic research within the area in which 
looting is occurring.  
Development, Military Conflicts, and Vandalism. Although looting have been 
described as the threat which impacted most the archaeological record (Renfrew 2000), in many 
areas of the world, development and agriculture are mostly responsible for the destruction of 
archaeological sites (Hollowell 2006:86). The importance of development and agricultural 
processes to every society in the world create a conflict between societal priorities and 
archaeological resource conservation (McManamon and Hatton 2000). Development was a 
concern in the United States during the 1970s, a concern that lead to the creation of cultural 
resource management (CRM), and public archaeology. Nowadays other countries are developing 
in similar manner, and worldwide archaeological sites are being destroyed by developmental and 
urbanization projects such as dams, housing developments, transportation systems, and all 
constructions related to the infrastructure necessary to sustain modern day populations and their 
ways of life. Most sites are lost to land development, which is defined as the conversion of land 
from one use to another (Dewberry 2008: 1). This includes the development of agricultural 
fields, irrigation systems, fuel and power lines and everything necessary to sustain the 
contemporary way of life (Cameron 1997:67).  
There are many notable examples regarding the impact of development over the 
archaeological record. The construction of important dam projects has destroyed thousands of 
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archaeological sites. Example of these projects are the Three Gorge Dam in China (Vitelli and 
Pyburn 1997); the Merowe Dam in Sudan (Hafsaas-Tsakos 2011); and close to the study area, 
the Cerrón Grande Dam in El Salvador (Martínez and Arévalo 2007). In this last example, 
investigators argue that the submersion in water of archaeological sites can cause damages as any 
other form of development. The actual belief is that submerged archaeological sites due dam 
constructions can be studied once the reservoir is emptied, however damages can be equally 
severe to the point of even reaching site destruction. In a survey of several Maya sites in Cuenca 
del Paraíso during a descent of the reservoir level, the investigators found that archaeological 
sites under water can be damaged by several factors. Among these factors are sedimentation and 
wind deflation, which can change the topographic aspect of the site, and the hydrological erosion 
around the reservoir, which can erode the surface, revealing structures that can collapse or lose 
their archaeological context due the changes in tides, swells, and rains. In addition, during the 
time of the year that the reservoir level drops, many archaeological areas could be exposed and 
used for agriculture or cattle-grazing, destroying the surface material and their archaeological 
context (Martínez and Arévalo 2007:611-612).  
Development involved also the destruction of sites due the construction in urban areas 
without archaeological studies. It also involves the destruction of sites due intensive agriculture 
and mechanized farming techniques in rural areas (Skeates 2000:58). An example of the impact 
of development due these causes is the case of Libya, a country rich of archaeological sites, 
which is experimenting a rapid development in certain areas since 2011 (Bennett and Barker 
2011). Also, In Argentina, rapid development of agricultural lands has been destroying many 
archaeological sites in the province of Tucumán. This is aggravated by the lack of archaeological 
knowledge from that area and the lack of interest from both archaeologists and residents (Miguez 
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2012). In Brazil, the rapid exploitation and deforestation of areas for mineral extraction and 
industry have been destroying archaeological sites within the Amazon area since the last decades 
of the 20th century (Cleere 1989:3).  
In Honduras, development also had its toll in destroying archaeological sites. For 
example, the Cajón Dam, built during the 1980s, has affected around 58 square miles of land 
containing numerous historical and prehispanic archaeological sites in the mountainous area of 
the department of Cortés. The reservoir, fed by the Comayagua River, flooded not only the 
archaeological sites but displaced a number of communities living in the area (Loker 2003). The 
area was surveyed and excavated by a salvage archaeological project done with the cooperation 
of the National Electric Company (ENEE), the University of Kentucky, and the IHAH. The 
project identified several archaeological sites, among them Salitrón Viejo, a site composed of 
almost 400 structures, containing ceremonial and monumental architecture. The site seems to be 
the most important in the region (Hirth et al. 1990). Besides the destruction brought by this dam, 
population encroachment and the development of infrastructure have affected other areas in the 
country (Parks et al. 2006). According to Schortman and Urban, in the Naco Valley an estimated 
of 80% of the archaeological sites have been destroyed due the construction of factories, 
mechanized agriculture, and the habitation facilities of the growing population. In addition to 
this, 50% of the recorded archaeological sites in the lower Cacualpa Valley have been disturbed, 
and the potential construction of a dam for the Chamalecón River threats to destroy many other 
sites in the area (Parks et al. 2006:429). 
 Although looting and development are the major causes of site destruction due their 
pervasive nature around the world, there are two other dangerous threats to the archaeological 
record: military conflicts and vandalism. Warfare usually involved in military conflicts causes 
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intensive damage and destruction to sites, monuments, collections, and records (Elia 1997:86). 
Although most of the time these damages are incidental to the conflict, many times warfare is 
accompanied by looting and specific site destruction. Example of these are the destruction of 
archaeological sites in recent conflicts in the Middle East, Africa, and the looting of complete 
collections of several museums in Irak (Izakhan 2015), and the destruction of archaeological 
sites in Northern Irak and Syria by the Islamic State (ISIS). ISIS, besides creating a humanitarian 
crisis among the living population, is also responsible for the destruction of numerous 
archaeological sites and ancient cities in the area (Danti 2015; Engele 2015; Harmanșah 2015). 
Harmanșah argues that this kind of violence against archaeological sites, museums, monuments, 
and shrines can be seen as form of violence to destroy the local sense of belonging and the 
collective sense of memory among local communities (Harmanșah 2015).  
Another threat to archaeological sites, vandalism, has been described as a minor cause of 
damage of archaeological resources. Vandalism is caused by defacing or damaging 
archaeological sites, monuments, and objects with a malicious purpose (Elia 1997:86). However, 
sometimes actions involving vandalism are acts of protests to convey a message to 
archaeologists or local institutions in charge of heritage. For example, in the cave of 
Domboshava in Zimbabwe, locals vandalized the site’s main attractions, several rock painting 
from the Stone Age. The locals splashed the paintings with oil paint. The reason for this act of 
vandalism was to protest the government intervention with the site without consulting the local 
community, which use the site for their annual rainmaking ceremonies (Chirukure and Pwiti 
2008:469-470). In the Maya site of Uxbenká in Belize, residents vandalized stelaes with spray-
paint and machetes protesting the assignment of a caretaker for the site, a position that was filled 
before through a rotational basis by a community organization (Parks 2010:440). In the site of 
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Petra in Jordania, archaeologists have found several types of acts of vandalism such as the 
defacement and destruction of architectural remains and rock-cut features or the use of site 
features as bathrooms or garbage deposits (Vella et al. 2015:231). In this case, the archaeologists 
define vandalism as a deliberate act of destruction without clear motives. They differentiate 
vandalism and looting by their different goals. Vandalism does not have an economic potential 
as looting and is only destruction done for the sake of destruction (Vella et al. 2015:222) 
As looting, the above threats to the archaeological record, development, military conflicts 
and vandalism occurs worldwide. The most extensive is development, occurring in every place 
where archaeological sites are in contact with human population. The literature regarding 
development only focuses in large scale development such as dams, the construction of roads, 
and other infrastructural facilities at the national or regional levels. It also focuses in large scale 
agriculture. Minor level or local level development situations are not addressed, being these the 
focal point of the interaction between sites and the general population.   
Development as an important vehicle for improvement of national infrastructures and 
economies is the most extensive of these threats. Warfare is also destructive, but it is limited to 
the areas affected by military conflicts. Vandalism are minor acts of destruction, but very 
detrimental to the archeological record. However, none of them can be compared with looting, 
an intentional act for getting artifacts for economic gain and one that can be part of any of other 
threats. It is because of these threats that national governments have developed laws and created 
agencies in charge of protecting the archaeological record by managing cultural resources and 
heritage.   
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Protecting the Archaeological Record 
In the first section of this chapter, “Archaeology and Heritage” I introduced the 
relationship between archaeological remains and the concept of heritage. This relationship is 
based on the assumption that archaeological remains are the physical aspects of the past while 
heritage represents the ideological aspects of these remains. These ideological aspects have 
cultural, political, and economic consequences in the present. Heritage operates in the present as 
resources and the demand for these resources assign cultural values to archaeological remains, 
transforming them in heritage resources. These resources could represent a particular nation 
and/or a particular culture, and as such they are preserved according to their value and 
significance. Objects as resources are classified as archaeological heritage, cultural heritage, or 
cultural patrimony depending in their context. As previously exposed, in the Honduran context 
the preferred term is cultural patrimony. Most of the time, this term refers to cultural tangible and 
intangible resources that represent the values of a nation in particular country. These objects are 
included within the definition of cultural heritage. Therefore, as a manner of reiteration, in this 
study cultural patrimony refers to the material objects or cultural manifestations with ascribed 
values representing national values in a particular context, while cultural heritage refers to all 
physical objects plus all the ideas, beliefs, and perceptions ascribed to them in the present and 
not limited to a particular context. 
Having such an important role in present-day societies and with the potential of being 
used into negative connotations, the conservation of the archaeological resources that constitute 
cultural heritage becomes an issue of special interest for national governments and the society in 
general. In their interest to preserve their cultural heritage, national governments have developed 
programs of management and conservation of resources that are considered as sources of cultural 
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heritage. Actions and policies directed to the conservation of cultural resources are gather under 
the term cultural resource management, this defined as the processes and procedures used “to 
protect, preserve and/or conserve cultural heritage items, sites, place and monuments” (Smith 
2004:1). Although the term cultural resource in the context of CRM have been defined as the 
material things produced by past human activities (Lipe 1984b), today the concept has expanded 
to include more recent historical properties, arts, traditions, and cultural manifestations (King 
1998). Cultural resource is now defined as “all the aspects of the physical and supra-physical 
environment that human beings and their societies value for reasons having to do with culture” 
(King 2011:2). This definition is akin to the definition of cultural heritage, however these 
resources are tangible, thus subject to management. In this context, cultural resources are 
material culture used “to give tangible and physical representation to intangible concepts and 
notions of cultural, social, or historical identity, as a sense of place, community, or belonging” 
(Smith 2004:2).  
CRM is the term used in the United States, and terms like heritage resource management, 
and archaeological resource management are used in the literature interchangeably when 
referring to the concept due the fact that there is no agreement about a uniform nomination for 
the concept (McManamon and Hatton 2000:3). Another definition for CRM is “all actions 
undertaken to manage such phenomena, or- importantly-to identify and manage the ways in 
which change affects or may affect them” (King 2011:2). These “phenomena” include 
everything that is classified as a cultural resource. Archaeological remains are considered as one 
kind of cultural resources, and through the literature, different terms are used when referring to 
them; among them cultural heritage, archaeological heritage and archaeological resources, as 
explained in the first section of this chapter.  
64 
 
CRM operates by laws and regulations created by the state. Through them, the state 
selects what items are to be preserved or to be discarded based on their own definition of what 
constitutes cultural heritage. In this process, regulated by the state, the assumed and accepted 
cultural heritage is used to symbolize perceptions of social, cultural, and historical identity at the 
individual, community, and national levels. This assumed and accepted cultural heritage will be 
the one dictating what resources are going to be managed and preserved for future generations 
and which will be destroyed and erased (Smith 2004:7; see also examples: Hamilakis 2003; 
Edwards 2003; Joyce 2003a; Kristiansen 1989; Silverman and Ruggles 2007:9-11).  
The selection of which cultural resources to preserve is not only defined by cultural 
heritage values, but also by financial, legal, and political constraints (Cleere 1989:11). In the case 
of archaeological remains, these are selected according to their cultural significance. Cultural 
significance refers to the cumulative sets of values that can be ascribed to cultural resources 
(Avrami et al. 2000: 7).  These values could have originated from the different qualities of the 
objects or resources, such as sociocultural, economic, or aesthetic qualities (Downum and Price 
1999:230; Lipe 1984). Values give significance to the objects and that significance transforms 
objects into cultural heritage (Avrami et al. 2000).  Objects or places such as archaeological sites 
and artifacts are chosen or discarded for conservation through the process of selective 
preservation. The process is based on the definitions of significance that are dictated by the 
values emerging from the accepted cultural heritage of a particular society. During the process of 
selective preservation some archaeological remains are chosen for preservation and others for 
erasure and destruction (Hamilakis 2007:28).  In archaeology, this selective process applies even 
to excavations and research designs that may choose a particular archaeological record over 
other considered less prestigious or important (Hamilakis 2007). 
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Smith argues that through the process involved in CRM, archaeology becomes actively 
engaged through the concept of cultural heritage in the politics of cultural identity, by using its 
knowledge and expertise to govern and regulate expressions of social cultural identity (Smith 
2004:2; Carman 2007[1993]; e.g. Sen 2003). The scenario in which CRM operates in certain 
countries suggest that the concept of cultural heritage applied to archaeological resources is a 
highly politicized process in which the state is required to intervene for its management and 
preservation. However, within the management structure, discourses about heritage suggest that 
this management is better done by professionals working in public, government, or international 
agencies (Smith 2007:15). This rationale is contested by other groups that have a stake over what 
is represented as cultural heritage by the official discourse of the government. This is illustrated 
in the ways cultural heritage as a resource managed by the state is contested in countries like the 
United States and Australia, especially by indigenous groups. In the United States, indigenous 
groups have challenged the primacy of archaeological or historical expertise in the management 
of their heritage sites (Smith 2007:15). These conflicts are based mostly about the meaning of the 
past and the interpretation of different values in negotiating the legitimacy of political and 
cultural claims linked to the past (Smith 2004:3). In all these political conflicts about identity and 
the past, socioeconomic interests are involved. Is through this relationship that cultural heritage 
and conservation are related. The way in which a particular society defined their cultural heritage 
not only supports national projects of conservation for the heritage that sustain the identity of the 
nation or the state, but will also affect the way the general population perceived that heritage. 
These perceptions can affect one of the most important sources of heritage, archaeological sites. 
The conservation of archaeological sites through CRM depends on the competition of certain 
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values which may give or take the significance necessary for a site to be considered worth 
preserving.   
In this section, I presented the relationship between archaeological remains and the goals 
of preservation, goals that vary depending several factors, among them context, place, and 
significance. The most important and informative source of archaeological remains is the 
archaeological record, which provided material and data to be used in archaeological research. 
However, the archaeological record is in constant danger due different archaeological threats 
occurring worldwide. Development, looting, warfare, and vandalism are the main causes of 
destruction of archaeological sites occurring everywhere. This threats increase due the fact that 
the ethics of conservation is not universal but limited to certain populations. Laws and ethical 
codes have been adopted to establish rules and guidelines to preserve the archaeological record. 
In some of these codes, archaeologists are declared stewards and defenders of the archaeological 
record for the benefit of “everyone”. However, the concept of stewardship has been criticized by 
being vague and impractical.  The reasons for such critiques are several. First, the archaeological 
record is vast and there many groups and stakeholders that have an interest in it. Second, the 
state as another stakeholder of the archaeological record have their own laws and regulations that 
define what part of it is worth preserving. Archaeologists working for the state act like stewards 
of that particular definition of the archaeological record, ignoring the rest of the stakeholders and 
their own definitions of what is worth preserving. Third, in their function as official custodians, 
archaeologists may ignore the present-day context of the archaeological record and others 
unofficial systems of preservation. Laws, regulations and ethical codes have a limited scope of 
what to preserve, who can do the preservation, and who should be the custodians of the 
archaeological record.  
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Laws and regulations regarding the protection of the archaeological record are executed 
through CRM and the government agencies in charge of overseeing this task. However, in 
certain circumstances CRM guidelines that choose what to preserve reflect the accepted 
discourse of the cultural heritage supported by the state. Through this choice, some 
archaeological remains are chosen for preservation, others for destruction. The selection of what 
to preserve is decided by financial, legal, and political constraints and by what is considered 
significant in that particular context and time. This significance is based in a cumulative sets of 
values that are considered part of the cultural heritage of a particular country and its population. 
Values give significance to the objects and that significance transforms objects into cultural 
heritage. In the next section, a deeper exploration of the concept of cultural heritage and the 
various types of values that ascribe cultural significance to material remains such as 
archaeological sites and artifacts is presented. 
Archaeology, Heritage and Value 
In this section, I discuss the concept of value and its relationship to the concept of 
cultural heritage and how this relationship impacts archaeological remains. As discussed in the 
first section of this chapter, there are several applications to the term heritage. Heritage can be 
applied when referring to archaeological remains or when referring to the ideas, beliefs, and 
perceptions of those remains. Revisiting the definitions of heritage offered in the first section, 
archaeological heritage refers to the material culture of past societies that survived in the present 
day or as the process in which the material culture of the past is reevaluated or reused in the 
present (Skeates 2000:9-10). Here we have the concept of heritage as tangible when referring to 
the material culture of the past, and as intangible, when referring to the processes that are used in 
the present to address material culture. Skeates limits these processes of heritage only to two 
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actions, reevaluation and reuse. However, the definition proposed by Smith defines heritage as a 
“cultural process or performance that is concerned with the production and negotiation of 
cultural identity, individual and collective memory, and social and cultural values” (Smith 
2007:2).  This definition expands the agency of the concept of heritage, by adding the capacity of 
production and negotiation.  According to this definition the objects modified are not the 
material culture, but the intangible perceptions inspired by that material culture, being these 
ideas, beliefs, and values. These concepts materialized themselves through the objects and 
become cultural heritage. 
Although there is not a standard agreement of what constitutes cultural heritage (Blake 
2000), this study uses the definition provided by the Council of Europe in the Faro Convention 
of 2005 regarding the value of cultural heritage in society. Revisiting the definition, cultural 
heritage is defined as “a group of resources inherited from the past which people identify, 
independently of ownership, as a reflection and expression of their constantly evolving values, 
beliefs, knowledge, and traditions14” (Faro Convention, 2005). This definition suggests that 
people see objects classified as cultural heritage through the eyes of their own ideas and 
perceptions. These perceptions are “constantly evolving”, changing through time and space 
depending of a particular context. However, among these evolving perceptions about the remains 
of the past, the concept of value is the most important. Values give significance to the objects 
and that significance transforms objects into cultural heritage (Avrami et al. 2000). Once the 
objects became cultural heritage, they have the potential to modify beliefs, knowledge and 
traditions. Therefore, values, by ascribing or not significance to potential material objects, have a 
great impact in deciding what should be preserved and what should be destroyed.  
                                                 
14 Faro Convention of 2005: Section I, Article 2(a) 
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Value and Significance 
In the introduction to this section I discussed the importance of the concept of value and 
its potential impact in archaeological conservation. Archaeological remains such as sites and 
artifacts depend on their significance to be selected for preservation or to become part of the 
cultural heritage of a particular population. Value in the context of cultural heritage is defined “as 
a social association of qualities to things” and they are produced through “cultural-social 
processes, learning and maturing of awareness” (Jokilehto 2006:2). Another definition for value 
is “those qualities regard by a person, group, or community as important and desirable” (Carter 
and Bramley 2002:178). Another application of the term value is cultural value, defined as “the 
shared meanings associated with people’s lives, environments, and actions that draw upon 
cultural affiliation and living together” (Scheld et al. 2014:51). 
Values can be divided in intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic values are those qualities that 
already exist in the resource. These kinds of values can be realized without any modification of 
the object. Intrinsic values can be assessed in an objective form and the significance attributed to 
them “can gain widespread agreement” (Carter and Bramley 2002:178). Extrinsic values are 
qualities “that rely on human perception of the resource and often require modification or use of 
the resource for its value to be realized” (Carter and Bramley 2002:179). In the first case, the 
essence of the resource or object possesses the qualities than render it significant. In the second 
case, the perceptions of the people created the qualities that render the object or resource 
significant. That significance, as I mentioned above, determine the heritage value of material 
remains that are classified as cultural heritage.  
Significance is defined as “the state or quality of something that is outstanding because it 
is especially meaningful” (Carter and Bramley 2002:181). In the United States, the term 
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significance was introduced by the Historic Sites Act of 1935 and applied to remains that were 
considered nationally significant (Samuels 2008:73). The interest for the significance of 
archaeological remains in heritage management started in the United States with the passing of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), which required an archaeological assessment 
and potential mitigation in all the projects where federal funding, permits or lands were involved 
(Samuels 2008:74). According to a study about the literature regarding the application of the 
term in the field of cultural resource management, significance evolved through different value 
criteria during the last decades of the 20th century (Briuer and Mathers 1997). For example, 
significance in archaeological remains were assessed according to their historical, scientific, 
monetary, and social values (Douglas et al. 1972). In this assessment, the social value was 
measured by the capacity of the object to generate knowledge, education, enjoyment, and 
attraction. After that, Lipe suggested that due the non-renewable nature of archaeological 
remains, they need to be left alone for the benefit of future generations and only intervene in 
those cases where the resources are in danger (Lipe 1974). During the rest of the decade, the 
scope of significance was extended to include other values beyond scientific and monetary.  
Ethnic importance, national importance, and values based on public opinion were some 
of the values proposed to address the significance of archaeological remains in the United States 
(Doyel 1982; King et al. 1977; Moratto and Kelly 1976). In the 1980s it was proposed that all 
significance should be treated as an assigned meaning rather than an inherent one and that all 
archaeological remains should be treated as significant until the contrary is demonstrated 
(Samuels 2008:74; Tainter and Lucas 1983). It was argued also that since all archaeological 
materials have an inherent significance, a frame of reference was required in performing material 
culture assessments (Glassow 1977; Samuels 2008:74). It is important to clarify that in the 
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literature the term “value” and “significant” is sometimes used interchangeably, however the 
different values of archaeological remains determine the significance as explained in the 
previous section. 
Typologies of Value 
 The search for that “frame of reference” suggested by Glassow (1977) lead to the 
creations of typologies to assess the significance of material culture, including archaeological 
remains. Material culture is evaluated according to their cultural significance in these 
classifications of value. This kind of approach to the significance of archaeological or heritage 
resources is called values-based approach. This approach was a departure from traditional 
approaches in which small groups of experts were concerned with the physical conservation of 
materials, its authenticity, and integrality (de la Torre 2005; McClelland et al. 2013:594). A 
values-based approach was introduced to address the multiple values involved in heritage 
management, to improve community engagement by being more inclusive, and to expand the 
application to other kinds of cultural heritage (Mason 2002; McClelland et al. 2013; Worthing  
and Bond 2007). It is important to remember when addressing these typologies that most of the 
time in the literature, the terms archaeological resources and heritage are used as synonyms as I 
explained in the first section of this chapter (Willems 2014). Some typologies refer to material 
culture as archaeological remains (Lipe 1984; Darvill 1995), while others refer to everything that 
is considered cultural heritage including other manifestations of heritage like historical or 
significant places (ICOMOS 1999; Mason 2002). There are several typologies in the literature 
that are based on values-based approach, like the ones proposed by English Heritage (1997), 
Frey (1997) and Throsby (2006) among others (Table 2.1). However, in this study I am referring  
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to four typologies in particular, Lipe (1984), Australia ICOMOS 1988, Darvill (1995), and 
Mason (2002). I chose these typologies for their potential of being applied to the kind of values 
found in the local levels, which may differ from regional, national, and international levels.  
In 1984, William Lipe proposed a typology composed of four types of values to assess 
the significance of archaeological remains. The first, associative symbolic value, refers to the 
assessment of the capacity that archaeological remains have in evoking their past. They served as 
a “tangible link” to the past in the form of symbols or mnemonic devices. The second, 
informational value, includes the criteria used initially to assess significance. This category 
includes all the information that can be obtained from archaeological remains through research 
and most of the scientific criteria suggested in the 1970s. The third, aesthetic value, refers to the 
capacity of material remains in appealing to the sense of aesthetic or beauty of the observer. The 
fourth, economic value, refers to the capacity of material remains in generating monetary value. 
This includes the use of the remains for utilitarian purposes or as a commodity to attract tourism 
among others (Lipe 1984a,1984b: 4-8). Lipe argues that resource value can only be established 
through human cognition and within a particular context (Lipe 1984b:2). The values of the  
 
Table 2.1. Typologies of Values. (adapted from Monteiro 2015 and McClelland et al. 2013). 
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archaeological remains in this typology are created through the knowledge of the object(s) and 
vary according to a particular context (Table 2.2). Lipe argues that cultural resources are 
significant for different groups depending on economic, aesthetic, symbolic, and spiritual 
qualities (Lipe 1984b; Downum and Price 1999:230). Lipe’s typology influenced the way 
significance is assessed in archaeological remains and what the precursor of other typologies. 
The next typology, the Burra Charter, was created by the Australia ICOMOS division. 
Through this typology, a value-based approach was applied to the management of heritage for 
the first time. (McClelland et al. 2013:590). This typology was not exclusively for archaeological 
resources but for everything that was considered material culture. The Burra Charter was one of  
the first typologies to include an assessment based on social values. In the Charter the term 
social value refers to all the qualities that makes a place “a focus of spiritual, political, national, 
or other cultural sentiment to a majority or a minority group” (Australia ICOMOS 2000). Other 
values defined as criteria for significance assessment in the Charter include historic value, which 
is measured by the historic influence of a place; aesthetic value, which includes everything that is 
perceived by the senses; and scientific value which evaluated material culture by the kind of data  
 
Table 2.2. Typology of Values: Lipe (1984). 
 
 
 
Typology of Values: Lipe 1984
Values   Criteria  Material Culture
Associative/Symbolic   Establish relations between present-day and past populations
Informational   Potential for research, knowledge generation, education
Aesthetic   Capacity to appeal to the senses, aesthetic/beauty
Economic   Capacity to generate monetary or utilitarian value
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that it can provide. In this last value, the data is evaluated according to rarity, representation, and 
quality (Table 2.2).  Both the Burra Charter with its subsequent revisions and the typology 
proposed by Lipe, are the two most used typologies in cultural resource management and in the 
literature of value-based management (Labadi 2007:157). 
Another typology of values is the one proposed by Darvill in 1995 with an application 
more directed to archaeological remains. He created this typology by claiming that there is a lack 
of understanding of the culturally attributed meanings and values of archaeological remains. 
Darvill argues that there are two dimensions in the generation of values, one “attitudinal” and 
another “interest-based” (Darvill 2005b:39). The former refers to the arrangement of standards 
and ideas that define goals and base judgements and the later refers to objects and situations that 
have achieved a status of being desirable through the repetitive outcomes of judgements (Darvill 
2005b:39). He based his arguments in two premises, that values are social, “a set of standards 
against which things are compared and held to be” and that values are supported by feelings and 
emotions (Darvill 2005a:28). Social values refer to “a conception of the desirable, whether 
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explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, which influences the 
selection and orientation of social action from available modes, means, and ends” (Kluckholn 
1951: 395). In addition, values “provide the basis for emotional commitment (Butterworth and 
Weir 1975:428; Darvill 2005b:428). Darvill argue that by combining these two dimensions, 
material culture can be assessed through a continuum between what is approved and what is 
disapproved. This continuum becomes a value gradient to examine changing attitudes and value 
systems over time and due multiple experiences (Darvill 2005b:2005).  
Darvill developed a typology of values that can be connected with attitudinal 
arrangements and have an interest-based component (Table 2.4). In addition, these values can be 
assessed through his proposed value gradient continuum. He identified three categories of values 
when referring to archaeological remains; use value, option value, and existence value (Darvill 
2005b:40). Use value refers to the demands and uses of archaeological resources by 
contemporary societies. Value in this category is based on consumption and their worth come 
from the existence of “some evidence, record, or memory of things” and by societies’ abilities to 
attribute meaning to them (Darvill 2005b:41). Resources under use value can be exploited to 
develop tangible returns.  Based on their capacity to be exploited, use value situated 
archeological resources in a continuum between preservation and destruction. According to 
Darvill, representing one of the extremes are archaeological resources with no use value, which 
are discarded or destroyed. The other extreme is represented by controlled archaeological 
resources with a use value that can be exploited for some time. Use values are represented 
through their worth in archaeological research, scientific research, education, economic gain, and 
tourism among others areas (Darvill 2005b:41-43). The attitudinal orientation in these areas are 
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founded in standards, expectations, and in how useful and exploitable are the resources. The 
interest-based orientation is based on the goals of each of these areas (Darvill 2005b:41).  
The next category of value, option value refers to a system of potential qualities that 
archaeological resources may have in the future. Here the emphasis is in production rather in 
consumption. Production is represented by the preservation of the archaeological resources that 
have the potential of being used in the future. Value in this category comes from potential rather 
than worth, and the goal is to preserve archaeological remains to achieve the preservation of 
options (Darvill 2005b:44). Option value situates objects in a continuum based on levels of 
preservation. One extreme represents an attitude of total preservation, where all remains must be 
saved for the future. The other extreme represents an attitude where everything is considered 
important, however some things are more important and have a priority in preservation choices. 
The attitudinal orientation in these areas are founded in standards, expectations, and in how 
useful and exploitable are the resources. Darvill argues that in the case of option value, the 
attitudinal orientations are more altruistic and prone to preserve things for a future that may be 
better than the present. Also, new knowledge is not acquired and understanding comes from the 
existing knowledge (Darvill 2005b:44).  Being option value something that has its impact in the 
future, Darvill argues that it is difficult to establish an interest base for this value because their 
uses are perceptual rather than functional. Potential uses in the future are hard to predict in the  
present (Darvill 2005b:44). These kinds of objects are subjected to renegotiation of knowledge, 
techniques, and methodologies in research and there always be new questions about them to 
address.  Darvill identifies three qualities in archaeological remains in which option value can 
apply. One of them is stability, in which option value remains by being safeguarded for the 
future offer stability, timelessness, and tradition. There other two, mystery and enigma, refer 
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Table 2.4. Typology of Value: Darvill (1995) 
 
 
 
to perspectives that people may have about objects that are not exploited or researched. The 
remains are perceived as mysterious and therefore they are more alluring to present-day 
societies. (Darvill 2005b:44-45). 
The last value in Darvill’s typology is existence value. Archaeological remains are just 
valuable due their existence. Although the temporal context is the present, the spatial context is 
not clear. Darvill argues that objects possessing existing value transmit feelings of well-being, 
contentment, and satisfaction into the population. Even when people do not get to interact or 
know the object, the knowledge of its existence triggers these feelings. The continuum  
Typology of Value: Darvill 1995
Value Category  Defined by Applicable to
Use Value Demands/Uses that Society place upon Archaeological and scientific
archaeological remains. research, creative arts, education,
Resources used for exploitation recreation, tourism, legitimation 
Resources worth comes from their of action, social solidarity/interaction
capacity to be exploited.  monetary and economic gain.
Option Value Emphasis on the conservation of Stability
archaeological remains. Mystery
Resources are valued for their potential Enigma
use/worth in the future.
Existence Value The existence of archaeological remains Cultural Identity
create value just for their existence. Resistance to change
People/Society feel good, stable, and
satisfied. 
These archaeological remains needs a
past backing their worth. 
The  knowledge of that past supports 
individual/society identity, even when 
the past is not clear or fully understood.
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where these objects are placed runs between the elation for the existence of those objects or the 
fear of losing the objects. The first extreme is perceived as a reflection of the well-being and 
security of society and the second extreme is perceived as social instability and threats to the 
actual safety of society (Darvill 2005b: 45). These objects serve to support the existence of a past 
and the well-being of the population by supporting two roles in present-society: cultural identity 
and resistance to change. Remains with an existence value like ancient monuments support a 
sense of belonging and identity. This identity “is established and reinforced by knowledge of the 
existence of a past, albeit one that is not always fully understood or very well known” (Darvill 
2005b:45-46; Lowenthal 1985). 
As mentioned before, the typology developed by Darvill comes from the premise that the 
values used in this typology are social values or values used as a set of standards to compare 
things based on the judgements of their qualities. Darvill recognizes that these values are 
common but not universal, that they are constantly in a process of renegotiation and change, and 
that their formulation and acceptance is consensual (Darvill 2005a:28). In this typology, two of 
the three values, use and option, come from the judgement of qualities and perceptions of 
society, all extrinsic values ascribed to the remains. The third value, existence, comes from the 
physicality and integrity of the resources, therefore having an intrinsic quality. However as 
remains are being subjected to people’s perceptions and emotions they acquired also an extrinsic 
value.            
The next typology considered for this study is the typology suggested by Mason (2002).  
He argues that heritage have two qualities. First, heritage is multivalent, a particular object or site 
can have multiple values at the same time due the many stakeholders that are involved in the 
process. Second, values in heritage resulted from contingency and they are not objectively given. 
79 
 
They are ascribed into the object according to a particular context. The context can be social, 
historical and spatial (Mason 2002:8). According to Mason, these qualities of heritage have 
created a debate about the origin of values. Some argue that cultural resources recognized as 
heritage have an intrinsic value, while others argue that all the values ascribed to heritage are 
extrinsic and a consequence of the context in which values are created. Mason proposes that both 
can be applied to heritage resources. He argues that value is “formed in the nexus between ideas 
and things” (Mason 2002:8). According to him, resources classified as heritage have an intrinsic 
value for which it is recognized as heritage, however, there other values developing outside the 
object. These values are constructed and contingent and formed by social processes in their 
particular context (Mason 2002:8). 
In developing this typology, Mason recognizes the advantages and disadvantages of using 
a typology. He argues that typologies about heritage can present difficulties in not taking in 
account the different backgrounds of the stakeholders originating these values. Under the same 
category there could be differences according to perceptions of worth and the different processes 
of value assessment of the stakeholders. Also, typologies do not take into consideration how 
values change over time (Mason 2002:9). Regarding the advantages of using typologies, Mason 
recognizes that by using a typology, the points of view of the different stakeholders can be 
compared more effectively and a better understanding of the processes involved in the ascription 
of values can be achieved. He argues that typologies are not just only analytical tools, but ways 
of bringing the different stakeholders to participate in the planning process by voicing their 
opinions (Mason 2002:9-10)  
The typology suggested by Mason divided values in what he called two “meta-
categories” of heritage values: economic and sociocultural values. He emphasized that although 
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economic and sociocultural values cannot distance themselves from one another, the distinction 
is useful for the different perspectives that it brings into the analysis of processes of value and 
valuing (Mason 2002).  He argues that “economic and cultural are two alternative ways of 
understanding and labeling the same, wide range of heritage values” (Mason 2002:11). The 
typology divides the most common values found in the management and conservation of heritage 
resources. Mason warns that many of the values in the typology may overlap but they are 
included because they represent values of different stakeholders’ groups that can translate in 
different management or conservations decisions (Mason 2002:11).  
In the organization of this typology, sociocultural values refer to the “values attached to 
an object, building, or place because it holds meaning for people or social groups due to its age, 
beauty, artistry, or association with a significant person or event or (otherwise) contributes to 
processes of cultural affiliation” (Mason 2002:11). The first value in this meta-category, 
historical value, refers to the capacity of a heritage resource to convey, embody, or stimulate a 
relation or reaction to the past (Table 2.5). This value includes educational and academic values 
as a type of historical value. Next, cultural/symbolic value, which refers to the shared meanings 
associated with heritage that are not historic. According to Mason, there cannot be a heritage 
without cultural values, because they are used to create cultural affiliations in the present, 
affiliations that “can be historical, political, ethnic or related to other means of living together”, 
within this category are the political values, in which heritage is used to support “civil relations, 
governmental legitimacy, protest, or ideological causes” (Mason 2002:11). The third value under  
this category is social value. In this context social value refers to the concept of social capital, 
which facilitate social connections, networks, and relations. It includes the concept of place 
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 Table 2.5. Typology of Values: Sociocultural Values Mason 2002 
 
 
 
attachment which refers “to the social cohesion, community identity, or other feelings of 
affiliation that social groups (whether very small and local, or national in scale) derive from the 
specific heritage and environment characteristics of their “home” territory (Mason 2002:12). The 
final two values under this category are spiritual/religious value and aesthetic value. The first 
refers to the sites that are imbued with religious and sacred meanings. These values can be 
Typology of Value: Sociocultural Values  Mason 2002
Value Metacategory Defined as
Sociocultural Values Values attached to resources that hold meanings
for people or social groups due to its age, beauty, 
artistry, or association.
Historic Values Capacity of resource to convey, embody, or stimulate
a relation or reaction to the past. 
Includes Education and Academic Values
Cultural/Symbolic Values Refers to the shared meanings associated with 
heritage that are not historic. 
These values build cultural affiliations
Political Value is part of this category
Social Values Social Capital that enable social connections,
networks, and other relations. 
Includes the concept of "social attachment"
Spiritual/Religious Values Sites with  religious and sacred meanings
Spiritual values related to organized religions
Secular values related to feeling of wonder and awe
Aesthetic Values Visual qualities of heritage sites. It can include the
other senses. Contributes to sense of well-being.
Most individualistic of sociocultural values
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spiritual within an organized religion or secular experiences that generate feelings of awe and 
wonder (Mason 2002:12). The second, aesthetic value, refers to the visual qualities of heritage, 
but according to Mason, it can encompass all the senses of the body. This value is a contributor 
to a sense of well-being and the most “individualistic of the sociocultural types” (Mason 
2002:12). 
The second meta-category, economic values refers to the “ways in which society 
identifies, assesses, and decides on the relative value of things” (Mason 2002:12). According to 
Mason, these values overlapped with the sociocultural values, however their values are measured 
by economic analyses (Table 2.6). Heritage resources under these values are often identified as 
public goods, in which the decisions regarding their management are made by the collective and 
not by individual/market decisions (Mason 2002: 12). Economic values are divided in market 
values and nonmarket values. Market values as use values in heritage resources refer “to the 
goods and services that flow from it that are tradeable and priceable in existing markets” (Mason 
2002:13). Nonmarket values or nonuse values refer to values that are not traded or capture by the 
markets and they are difficult to express in terms of price. These values are not contingent 
because the consumption of them as heritage resources by one person or group do not exclude 
others. Mason argues that these values are similar to sociocultural values, however these can be 
classified as economic because there are resources allocated to acquire or protect them (Mason 
2002:13). Nonuse values can be classified as existence value, in which individuals value their 
resources for their mere existence; option value, in which heritage values are expressed by the 
wish of consuming the resources in the future; and bequest value, in which the value originates 
from the wish of bequeathing heritage resources for future generations (Mason 2002:13). 
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Table 2.6. Typology of Value: Economic Values Mason (2002) 
 
 
 
Mason’s typology is similar to the typologies presented before, however, the grouping of 
values in two meta-categories, social and economic, which are behind every management   
decision, allows for a better understanding of the ways values are ascribed in heritage resources. 
The contingency between sociocultural and economic values is removed, allowing for a deeper 
examination of the meanings contained behind the qualities of a particular resource. This 
typology appeals both to cultural and archaeological resources, pays equal attention to the 
economic and sociocultural qualities of materials, and allows for the exploration of economic 
values through the public and private sphere of heritage resources management. Contrasting the 
other typologies presented previously with Mason’s, one can see that Lipe’s typology leans more 
toward the physicality of heritage resources, and the Burra Charter leans more to the 
sociocultural aspects of the same resources. It is important to observe that the Burra Charter does  
Typology of Value: Economic Values  Mason 2002
Value Metacategory Defined as
Use Values (Market Values) Easy to establish a price for them
Goods and services created by the 
material heritage are tradeable and
priceable in existing markets.
Non Use Values (Non market Values) Economic values that cannot be traded
or captured by market.
Difficult to priced
Existence values
Option values
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not include a category for economic values. Darvill’s typology although similar to Mason’s 
typology, seems not to offer a clear distinction between economic and cultural values. The main 
values that he used in his typology: use, option, and existence values are contained in the 
economic metacategory of Mason’s typology. It seems that Darvill’s typology leans to the 
material side of objects which comply with the main objective of that typology, the assessment 
of significance in archaeological remains. 
Although typologies seem to be an excellent tool for the assessment of different heritage 
resources, they have been described as being reductionist in nature because they may never 
provide absolute definitions for the values applied to the different resources (Avrami et al. 2000). 
Also, typologies of values are not reciprocal even when referring to the same kind of values. 
There many contrasting values and different ways of expressing the same values (McClelland 
2013:593). As noticed in the typologies discussed here, it seems that sociocultural and economic 
values are addressed very differently. Some typologies have a balance between economic and 
sociocultural values and others lean one way or the other, ranking a particular value over others 
or simply ignoring certain values. However, it seems that the agreement is that typologies 
provide a flexible framework and a variety of values for the assessment of heritage resources 
(McClelland 2013:593; Worthing and Bond 2007). 
The values included in the different typologies do not represent the total corpus of values 
that can be applied to heritage resources like archaeological sites and artifacts. Most of the values 
described in these typologies act like weights on a scale, which by switching sides decide which 
material remains to preserve and which ones to discard. Borrowing Darvill’s application of 
continuum, praised values that are ascribed into material culture can change into values that are 
not part of the “desirable” anymore, this potentially affecting the fate of an object. As Mason 
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argues above, values are contingent, subjective in their application, and they change depending 
on their context and their time. However, there are some kinds of values that are hidden in the 
processes of valuation that only lean to one side, the side of the undesirable. 
 McClelland et al. (2013) argue that there are some kinds of values that are negative in 
nature and are involved in the destruction of archaeological sites. These qualities are dark values. 
In their exposition regarding the application of dark values, they argue that the literature ignored 
the processes involved in the destruction of material culture, emphasizing only in processes of 
conservation, and the values behind them. They argue that destruction is just the other side of 
heritage. Dark values refer to the “broad range of values that often are concealed, ignored, or in 
direct opposition to those positive characteristics generally associated with expressions of 
heritage value” (McClelland et al. 2013:585). These values are ignored even when they are part 
of the cycle of resource management, when objects are chosen for preservation as heritage or 
discarded as just material remains. They argue that the term destruction need to be seen beyond 
the action of the verb. Destruction has different connotations when referring to cultural heritage. 
Some destruction is rhetorical, occurring “without any physical intervention to a structure or 
place, but can instead relate the privileging of certain, particularly expert and national, values 
over those of the local community in the interpretation and management of cultural heritage 
resources” (McClelland et al. 2013:587). Summarizing their position, due political, financial, and 
social constraints, societies cannot afford to preserve everything that have the potential to 
become material culture. These types of values should be considered along with the other types 
of value, because every time an object is chosen to become part of the cultural heritage, another 
one is discarded and probably destroyed (Gamboni 1997; McClelland et al. 2013:596).   
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Cultural Heritage: Archaeology with Value 
In the first section of this chapter, I introduced the relationship between the terms 
archaeology and heritage. Although it seems that the terms are synonyms by their usage in the 
literature, they are different concepts. Material remains, as artifacts once removed from their 
context matrix or as sites once located and excavated, become archaeological remains. Once they 
enter into the research process they are considered archaeological resources with the potential to 
provide scientific information. During this process, some archaeological resources may present 
some values that make them significant beyond research. Some of these objects will elicit 
emotions, ideas, and worth from certain stakeholders like the government, the scientific 
community, or the public among others. The significance of these objects may increase due all 
the values ascribed to them, making them important or representative of their contexts, which 
include time, space, and stakeholders. In this process some objects become involved in the 
heritage process. These objects become part of the archaeological heritage, the cultural 
patrimony, or part of the more inclusive term of cultural heritage. 
As discussed in the first section, cultural heritage is defined as “a group of resources 
inherited from the past which people identify, independently of ownership, as a reflection and 
expression of their constantly evolving values, beliefs, knowledge, and traditions” (Faro 
Convention, 2005). Societies and stakeholders ascribed many types of different values in 
particular objects. These values give significance to the objects until they become cultural 
heritage. Once they reach the cultural heritage status, these objects have the potential to modify 
beliefs, knowledge, and traditions, including national histories and economies. In this section, I 
discuss the different ways in which heritage values can be applied to archaeological resources to 
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create cultural heritage and how that cultural heritage can be used to support national discourses 
or national economies. 
Heritage through its original meaning is related to the process of inheritance, which refers 
to the transmission of property from one individual to its descendants or from a generation to 
another (Pearce 2000:59). Archaeological remains like artifacts and sites are considered property 
and they could be private and public. In some jurisdictions like in Honduras, the owners are the 
people and the state is the steward of these public goods.  Archaeological remains can be 
recognized as archaeological resources, cultural resources, cultural patrimony, and cultural 
heritage. This study is using the term cultural heritage for being inclusive of all these terms. 
According to Pearce, cultural heritage is an extension of the concept of heritage. She argues that 
cultural heritage allowed ideological elements to acquire a physical form to become inheritance 
(Pearce 2000:59). Archaeological resources as physical entities have the capacity of 
materializing these ideological elements. 
The ideological elements that are transmitted into archaeological remains are the result of 
different processes. Value ascription, as seen in the previous subsection is one of the processes 
involved in transmitting ideological elements into archaeological remains. Values build 
significance into resources and these become heritage (Avrami et al. 2000:7). These ascribed 
values are appreciated through the process of valuing. Other objects become heritage because 
they are designated as such by individuals and groups. The process in which resources are given 
additional value is called valorizing (Avrami et al. 2000:7).  
According to the report from the Getty Institute regarding the assessment of values in 
cultural heritage, the process of valorizing starts with “individuals, institutions, or communities 
deciding that some objects or places are worth preserving, that they represent something worth 
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remembering, something about themselves and their past that should be transmitted to future 
generations” (Avrami et al. 2000:8). These decisions are made based on different motivations, 
which can be economic, cultural, and political (Avrami et al. 2000:8).  
As mentioned before, the processes of valuing, and now valorization, depends on the 
context of the archaeological resources. Context includes stakeholders, time, and space. The 
concept of space is important to consider because the process of valuing and valorization can 
vary according to location. Different locations have different stakeholders, all having their own 
set of values. Archaeological resources like sites, by being immovable, are always attached to a 
place in particular. The first point of contact between archaeological sites and stakeholders is the 
local scale or the community. From there according to the potential worth of the site, its 
existence and worth can be known at the regional, national, or even at the international level 
(Pearce 2000). All those scale levels have different stakeholders, policies, and ideologies that 
may affect the significance of an archaeological site. Carter and Bramley identify six levels of 
significance: personal or familiar, local, regional, provincial, national, and international. The 
significance of archaeological sites “depends on the number and groups of people who value the 
area and its resources” (Carter and Bramley 2002:183). Through all those levels of significance 
and through the different scales, values are changing due the different interests and goals of the 
stakeholders. Values are in constant change and negotiation by individuals, by groups 
representing communities or sectors, by the government and by international bodies like 
UNESCO (Avrami et al. 2000, Carter and Bramley 2002; Labadi 2007). 
At the national and international level, archaeological sites acquired a level of 
significance that can affect policy decisions, economic decisions, or national ideologies and 
discourses. One example of value and significance at these levels is the concept of outstanding 
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universal value (OUV). In 1972, the UNESCO promulgated the Convention Concerning the 
Protection of the World Natural and Cultural Heritage to promote the cooperation between 
UNESCO and all the member states, to establish an effective system of collective protection of 
cultural and natural landmarks. The requisite to qualify for such protection was that the places 
were of “such outstanding universal value, organized on a permanent basis and in accordance 
with modern scientific methods” (UNESCO 1972; Breglia 2006b:49).  
Although OUV was not defined by UNESCO (Cleere 2001:23), the World Heritage 
Convention establishes certain requisites or values for sites, buildings, or landscapes to be 
considered an OUV object. The idea behind the OUV is that places of outstanding and universal 
importance have to be preserved for the benefit of all the people in the world (Labadi 2007:149). 
There have been some critiques against this concept and the goals exposed in the World Heritage 
Convention. There is an argument that OUV can create a universalist approach to cultures 
worldwide, “erasing variability, reducing humanity to a set of standardized themes” (Labadi 
2007; Thomas 2000:7). Another critique is that the concept of OUV was developed using a 
European viewpoint (Labadi 2007:152). The institution that evaluate if a site complies with the 
criteria of OUV to be a WHS is ICOMOS. ICOMOS is an international non-governmental 
agency whose goal is the protection and conservation of cultural heritage. ICOMOS evaluated 
the candidates for WHS, make an evaluation of the nominations, and make recommendations to 
the World Heritage Committee, which is in charge of the decisions about inscriptions (Cleere 
2001:23-24). This concept has a strong impact in the politics and economies in many countries 
around the world. 
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Cultural Heritage: National Discourses and Commodification 
The role of cultural heritage at the national and international level have other types of 
implications in many governments around the world, past and present. Cultural Heritage has also 
been portrayed as an important factor in representing cultural and national identity. Identity is 
defined as the ways in which individuals and collectivities are distinguished in their social 
relations with other individuals and collectivities (Jenkins 1994:6). Cultural heritage becomes a 
tool of governance directed to the public to educate them about their past and shared identity 
(Smith 2007: 2,10).  As explained before, cultural heritage is used to support collective identities 
due the cultural values that certain archaeological resources elicit from the population. It is 
suggested that these values are the ones that identify and make certain sites, places, or events, 
cultural heritage. The values that materialized in these resources become part of the cultural 
heritage, having an impact in the construction of identities (Munjeri 2009; Smith 2007).  
Heritage items are meaningful due the role they play in fostering the expression, negotiation, and 
performance of a range of cultural and social identities (Smith 2007:4). Munjeri (2009) argues 
that cultural heritage is the reflection of cultural values and those physical objects are only 
recognized as heritage when they express societies’ values. 
Cultural heritage is related to the concept of national identity. The way national identity 
is expressed affects the ways in which individuals and groups view themselves and their 
surroundings. This concept also affects the way social institutions assigned values to different 
ideas, objects, and places. As explained in the last section, the values assigned to one of these 
categories based on national identity in conjunction to the past convert archaeological resources 
into cultural heritage. Having such an important role in society and with the potential of being 
used into negative connotations, the conservation of what constitutes heritage becomes an issue 
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of special interest for national governments and the society in general. In their interest to 
preserve their cultural heritage, national governments have developed programs of management 
and conservation of places that are considered as sources of heritage. Is in this scenario in which 
archaeology plays an important role, especially through the management of archaeological 
resources. In this process regulated by the state, the assumed and accepted cultural heritage is 
used to symbolize perceptions of social, cultural, and historical identity at the individual, 
community, and national levels. This process dictates what resources are going to be managed, 
conserved, and preserved for future generations (Smith 2004:7; see also examples: Breglia 
2006b; Hamilakis 2003; Edwards 2003; Joyce 2003a; Kristiansen 1989; Silverman and Ruggles 
2007:9-11). Smith argues that through this process archaeological knowledge and expertise is 
used to help governing and regulating expressions of social cultural identity (Smith 2004:2; 
Carman 2007[1993]; e.g. Sen 2003).  
The scenario presented so far, introduced the concept of cultural heritage as a highly 
politicized, requiring the intervention of the state for its management and preservation. Heritage 
discourses sustained that heritage management is something best dealt by professionals working 
in public, governmental, or international agencies (Smith 2007:15), in other words only the 
experts and the government decided what to preserve, and most of the times the choices are 
motivated by the perceived cultural heritage in the state.  During the 20th century there was a 
proliferation of studies about archaeological narratives based on the perceived or preferred 
cultural heritage used by different states to promote their national identity (Meskell 2002). Kohl 
(1998) defined these narratives and the support they get from the state as nationalistic 
archaeologies. In this type of archaeological narrative, the state develop a particular 
archaeological program directed to the compilation of archaeological data supportive of the 
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perceived or preferred cultural heritage. These programs are supported by policies adopted by the 
state that use archaeological data for national building purposes and the elaboration of national 
identities (see also Edward 2003, Gilkes 2003, Hamilakis 2003, and Trigger 1984). Kohl 
establishes a difference between national and nationalistic archaeologies. He argues that national 
archaeologies only refer to the compilation of the archaeological record of a given state. 
However, nationalistic archaeologies refer not only to the compilation of the archaeological 
record by a particular state, but also to the policies adopted by the state that make use of 
archeologists and their data for nation-building purposes. According to Kohl, this type of 
archaeology is in the service of the state for the elaboration of national identities (Kohl 
1998:226). Kane (2003) suggests that the relationship between archaeology and nationalism 
demonstrates that issues of ethnicity, cultural identity, nationalism, and politics affect the study 
of the past (Kane 2003:1). Hobsbawn argues that there are four factors that contribute to the 
emergence of nationalism, naming language, ethnicity, religion, and “the consciousness of 
belonging or having belonged to a lasting political entity” (Hobsbawn 1990:72). Archaeology 
serve as an instrument to develop that feeling of belonging and existence in national narratives. 
There are many examples in the uses of archaeology to support nationalistic programs. Edwards 
(2003) offers the example of the imperial tombs of Japan. The Japanese attributed the origins of 
their Imperial line to a mythological divinity called Amaterasu. During the 7th and 8th centuries 
CE, the Imperial House started to develop a program for the preservation of the Imperial tombs 
from earlier dynasties, hoping that the immense structures give the Empire an appearance of 
power and wealth in front of the influences of the more advanced cultures in China and Korea. 
The interest in the tombs was in decadence until the 19th century, when the Meiji emperor 
revived the interest wanting to sustain Japan’s status in front of foreign nations (Edwards 
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2003:11). During the rest of the century and into the 20th century, archaeology was in control of 
the state to support and preserve the fictional mythical origins of the Imperial family (Ikawa-
Smith:1982).  
Trigger, presented several examples of nationalistic archaeologies. Although he divided 
archaeologies in three categories, nationalistic, imperialistic, and colonialist, all of them share the 
same goal, to support a political interest. He presented the example of Mexico, who encouraged 
archeologists to increase knowledge and public awareness of the prehispanic civilizations in the 
country. However, the motive behind that encouragement, was to promote national unity by 
glorifying Mexico’s past and to assert “Mexico’s cultural distinctiveness to the rest of the world” 
(Trigger 1984:359). Gilkes presents an example of how archaeology is used to support the 
expansionist ideology of Italy during the regime of Mussolini. The regime created an institution 
called the Italian Archaeological Mission, to manipulate the data obtained from excavations in 
Albania, linking its past with to the past of Italy to create a false Italian national identity among 
the Albanians (Gilkes 2003:39).  In another case, Hamilakis (2003) presents how the Greeks 
after being liberated from the Ottoman Empire, started a quest for the revival of Hellenism, 
materializing that ideology through the discipline of classical archaeology. The rebuilding of 
their culture was made by selecting certain monuments for reconstruction and demolishing others 
that were not considered Hellenic (Hamilakis 2003:62). Most of the structures related to the 
Ottoman Empire were destroyed in favor of structures supportive of the new Greek nationality. 
Sen (2002) presents an example of how heritage and national identity can be combined to 
redefine a country with multiple identities and religions into a homogenous culture. After the 
partition of India at the end of the British colonization, the modern states of Pakistan and India 
were constituted. However, the part called East Pakistan, eventually became the state of 
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Bangladesh. The new government imposed a Bengali nationhood to secularize the politics and 
culture of the new nation. After 1975, a new national term, the Bangladeshi nation was imposed 
by the government, based on liberalized ethnic and religious discourses. This new nationhood 
was based on the ideals of Muslim identity as opposed to Bengali nationalism. Under this new 
nationhood, the government supported archaeological programs to create its legitimacy (Sen 
2002:347-348). The sites chosen by the Bangladeshi government as national monuments are in 
the process of becoming UNESCO’s heritage sites.  
These examples show how archaeology could support ideologies such as national identity 
and heritage. These processes of “selective heritage” are encouraged by global agencies such as 
UNESCO. This international agency presently covers more than 780 sites of natural, cultural and 
mixed heritage in 124 countries. In 1972, the UNESCO promulgated the Convention Concerning 
the Protection of the World Natural and Cultural Heritage to promote cooperation between 
UNESCO and all the member states to establish an effective system of collective protection of 
cultural and natural landmarks. The requisite to qualify for such protection is to become a site of 
OUV. Although UNESCO respects the sovereignty of each of the states, the organization 
demands that each of the states recognize the cultural heritage within their territories and 
demands that each state “ensure the identification, protection, conservation, presentation, and 
transmission to future generations of the cultural and natural heritage...situated on its territory...” 
(Art. 4, UNESCO 1972). The election of a site to the UNESCO’s World Heritage list is 
significant for most nations and reflects a great deal of promotion on the part of the multiple 
constituencies that participate and direct the nomination process (Breglia 2006b:50) Breglia 
argues that the status of World Heritage site “tilt the territorial balance of power in any given site 
in unexpected ways” (Breglia 2006b:50). Even the World Heritage emblem (WH) conveys the 
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message that the site is “a property so irreplaceable to humankind that its values must be 
sustained intact in perpetuity for future generations” (King and Halpenny 2014:768). 
According to several scholars, Honduras has not been the exception in creating its own 
nationalistic archaeology. In Honduras, national identity has been defined as a shared 
consciousness by members of a society in relation to their integration and sense of belonging to a 
specific social community; however, it is a flexible notion transformed by historical 
circumstances (Barahona 2002). Several investigations have suggested that a process of 
“mayanization” started by the claim made in the 20th century by the Honduran state than an 
official national identity was needed. Mayanization refers to the belief that many Hondurans hold 
that they are descendants of the ancient Maya, despite the fact that the Maya only occupied a 
fraction of the actual national territory (Euraque 1998, 2004). This belief has an economic 
benefit for the country since it is the foundation of the tourism industry of Honduras. As exposed 
in the first chapter of this study, the country is home to one of the most important Mayan sites, 
Copán, declared a UNESCO World Heritage site in 1980. In Honduras, this distinction is viewed 
as an economic asset because Copán functions as a national park, attracting tourism from all over 
the world. This cultural perception and the socioeconomic benefits included, exclude the 
archaeology, heritage, and identity of other prehispanic indigenous cultures in Honduras like the 
Lenca. Although a Maya origin for the Honduran population of today has been rejected by 
archaeologists like Doris Stone and Sylvanus Morley most of the territory, it was adopted by the 
Honduran state to introduce Maya heritage as the “official indigenous heritage” (Euraque 1998, 
2004). 
Designations like WHS and other investments in the promotion of an imagined or 
preferred national identity based in claiming ancestry from state-level prehispanic civilizations 
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like the Maya in Central America, the Aztec in Mexico, and the Inca in Peru have developed a 
profitable industry based in the commodification of the archaeological heritage. A commodity is 
“an item that can be freely bought and sold through the market economy” (Layton and Wallace 
2006:46). It has been suggested that the commodification of archaeology through the concept of 
cultural heritage is next after the use of archaeology for national identity and nationalistic 
archaeologies (Rowan and Baram 2004:3). Archaeological sites and their information are now 
commodified as heritage goods. Currently, they are being a significant commodity in the global 
market through archaeological/heritage tourism (Rowan and Baram 2004:6).  
Archeological tourism is defined as “the practice of visiting an archaeological site to 
experience the place and learn about the stories and people of the past” (Diaz Andreu 2013:226). 
Heritage tourism, the other name used for this venture due the interchangeable use of the terms 
archaeology and heritage, is defined as “travel to archaeological and historical sites, parks, 
museums, and places of traditional or ethnic significance” (Hoffman et al. 2002:30). In Latin 
America, countries with monumental archaeology representative of ancient civilizations, like 
Peru, Mexico, Honduras, and Guatemala, have been major destinations even before the 
development of the archaeological tourism industry. (Díaz Andreu 2013:229).  
In the case of Honduras, the WHS of Copán and the discourse of mayanization have 
promote an archaeological tourism industry based in the ancient Maya Civilization. Today, 
Honduras national’s heritage is based on a belief that they are descendants of the ancient Maya 
civilization. The country has gone through a process of “mayanization” of their culture in favor 
of an affiliation with the Maya (Euraque 1996, 1998; Joyce 2003a). Therefore, the development 
and promotion of this affiliation to the past supports the efforts of protecting the cultural heritage 
that is helping in the development of the economy through projects like “La Ruta Maya” and 
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“Mundo Maya” (Joyce 2003a; Mortensen 2006), neglecting other indigenous cultures. There are 
international, national, and local forces involved to sustain the tendency of supporting a Maya 
heritage and the economic benefits that this discourse brings (Mortensen 2006; Henderson and 
Joyce 2002). The destruction of the archaeological remains of other prehispanic civilizations in 
the country, and the cultural devaluation of their present-day descendants have been one of the 
consequences of the use of a preferred cultural heritage created though archaeological resources. 
The case of Honduras illustrates the combination of two different uses of cultural heritage to 
create a preferred past. First, by supporting a national identity based in a mestizaje in which the 
Ancient Maya and the Spanish Empire merged to create the present-day Honduran citizen; and 
second, by erasing the evidence of other civilizations through a process of selective conservation 
in which Maya archaeological sites are preferred.  
Archaeology and Communities 
Archaeological research has been important in providing knowledge and information to 
the public since the beginning of the discipline. As a bridge between the ancient societies and 
modern ones, archaeology provides modern populations an understanding of the past and has 
been important in the creation of modern day collective identities (Matsuda and Okamura 2011) 
and in the foundation of national identities and discourses for many countries around the world 
(Fowler 1987; Kohl and Fawcett 2000[1995]). However, it is not until the last decades of the 20th 
century that archaeology finally opened the doors to include modern people perceptions and 
opinions as a research interest under the term public archaeology. In the 1970s, public 
archaeology came to be as a reaction to the destruction of archaeological remains in the United 
States during the development of the country infrastructure and the increasing looting of ancient 
sites for collection purposes (Jameson 2004). The concept, presented in the book Public 
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Archaeology (1972), originally was viewed as an approach in archaeology that focuses on 
increasing public awareness and education about archaeology and the protection of 
archaeological sites. The rationale behind this approach is that all archaeological data and objects 
falls into the public domain and a major involvement of the public in archaeology would benefit 
in the recovery and protection of the past and the archaeological record (McGimsey 1972). 
McGimsey was concerned with the rapid destruction of archaeological remains and suggest that 
record and conservation should be key for the preservation of the past for future generations 
(Shadla-Hall 1999). 
The concept of public archaeology during its introduction was associated to cultural 
resource management (CRM). The goal was to protect archaeological remains that were 
threatened by development works for the public sector (Matsuda and Okamura 2011; Merriman 
2004). However, to achieve that goal, the public needed to be educated. Is in that manner that 
enters public archaeology with the goal to reach the public by education, facilitating the 
introduction of laws and regulations protecting archaeological resources.  
Public archaeology is an approach in archaeology that focuses on increasing public 
awareness and education about archaeology and the protection of archaeological sites. The 
rationale behind this approach is that all archaeological data and objects falls into the public 
domain and a major involvement of the public in archaeology will benefit in the recovery of the 
past (McGimsey 1972). In the 1990s several efforts were done to reach the public beyond the 
scope of archaeological education. For example, a group of archaeologists used ethnographic 
methods to determine how the community in the city of Annapolis, Maryland used their past 
(Potter and Parker 1994). Ethnography was used in the selection of archaeological problems of 
interests to the community, with the potential of doing research about those problems. It was 
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argued that the contemporary social context can be used for the formulation of research questions 
based on the assessment of social problems and the issues around them. These approaches were 
integrated into the creation of a public interpretative program, Archaeology in Public, intended 
“to make the products of Archaeology in Annapolis available to people in contemporary 
Annapolis” (Potter and Parker 1994:2, 7-9).  
Derry working in the city of Selma, Alabama developed a project based on principles of 
community partnership and stewardship. In her work in the site of Cahawba, a wealthy 
antebellum town in central Alabama, the local population of the city, mostly African Americans 
were not interested in the project since the site was constructed by slave labor and they did not 
relate to the heritage of the place. She started doing archaeology in an abandoned school from 
the times of racial segregation near the site. This additional project gained the trust of the 
community which open up to support the archaeological project, providing all sort of information 
on the site history. She argues that archaeologists have to recognize the diversity within the 
communities and make archaeology relevant to changing concerns (Derry 1997:22).  
In another example, McDavid researched the impact of a web site project in the 
discussion of archaeology and history related to plantation life from excavations performed by 
the Jordan Archaeological Project in a rural community in Brazoria, Texas. The website served 
as a public interpretative activity for archaeological excavations “to see whether ‘the Net’ can 
provide a way for the descendants of the original residents of this plantation (both African-
American and European-American) to conduct critical dialogues with archaeologists, with each 
other, with people elsewhere-and with the past” (McDavid 2002:304). Although the website was 
not successful in promoting an archaeological dialogue between the archaeologist and the 
visitors, it was a useful tool for people interested in other subjects such as genealogy or just on 
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historical information about the site. This project was an attempt to integrate multiple voices into 
archaeological discourse through technology. 
Although these projects were an important step in the inclusion of the public in 
archaeology, the inclusion was limited to the topic of archaeology. In other areas of the world a 
different approach from the UK, community archaeology, began to be used around to address the 
social context of archaeological sites, their relationships with present-day populations and the 
ways they impact each other.   
Community Archaeology 
During the last decades of the 20th century, archaeologists have been integrating modern 
populations in the development and achievement of archaeological research. Local communities 
surrounding archaeological sites are the first node of contact between the present and the past 
(McManamon and Hatton 2000). This position has the potential of making local communities 
allies in the protection and preservation of archaeological remains. At the same, without 
guidance and orientation regarding the archaeological remains surrounding them, local 
communities can also become allies in the loss and destruction of the archaeological record. In 
an effort to reach local communities, a new trend within public archaeology, community 
archaeology, seeks to involve communities, archaeologists, and governments in archaeological 
research. The concept was designed to include local communities in all aspects of the 
investigation and interpretation of their past (Moser et al. 2002; Tully 2007), under the idea that 
“better archaeology can be achieved when more diverse voices are involved in the interpretation 
of the past” (Tully 2007:158). In what is considered one of the first project based on this trend 
outside the UK; a community project in the city of Quseir al-Qadim in Egypt, seven key 
components were used in the development of an archaeological research with the goal of 
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involving the community (Moser et al. 2002). These components are communication and 
collaboration, employment and training, public presentation, interviews and oral history, 
educational resources, photographic and video archives, and community controlled 
merchandising. These components have been used in different archaeological projects oriented to 
the communities: in the development, goals, and plans of a project (Moser et al. 2002), in the 
curation of artifacts in a project in Yucatán (Ardren 2002); in the development of employment 
and training opportunities for local communities (Ardren 2002; Moser et al. 2002); and in public 
outreach and education (Bardavio et al 2004, Conner et al 2001). In some of these projects, other 
researchers have participated in doing ethnographic research about the perceptions that the local 
population has about their past and how they experience and negotiate archaeology in the present 
(Breglia 2006a; Glazier 2001; Moser et al 2002). Recent efforts by Tully (2007) has been 
directed to establish general methods and standards of practice for community archaeology. 
However, in a response to the work of Tully, Moshenska (2008) argues that there is an 
assumption that community archaeology is something offered or provided to a local population 
by academic archaeologists in the context of their own research. He suggests that community 
archaeology should take the needs and interests of the community as “its starting point, rather 
than existing research priorities” (Moshenska 2008:52). Others argue that the effectiveness of 
community archaeology still needs to be measured (Simpson and Williams 2008). 
Examining the application of each of the components proposed by Moser, the first 
component, communication and collaboration emphasizes the communication and collaboration 
between members of the projects and representatives of the local community at every stage of 
the research, including collaborations with local councils and heritage organizations. The goal of 
integrating the project with the community allows the project to be considered in future planning 
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within the community. Communication is based on regular exchange of information about the 
goals, results, and plans of the project and the transmission of archaeological information in 
progress in a comprehensible and popular style for better understanding by different members of 
the community. This component also encourages openness with the community regarding 
archaeological information and it encourages the participation of the community as an active 
participant in presenting and curating the information acquired by archaeological research 
(Moser et al 2002:229-231).  
An example of this approach to community archaeology can be observed in the work by 
Ardren (2002) in the sites of Chunchucmil and Kochol as part of the Pakbeh Archaeological 
Project, in Yucatan, Mexico. The project succeeded in establishing a dialogue with a community 
that viewed the Maya ruins in their town as just another part of the land and not as part of their 
heritage. The residents had the opportunity not only to work in the excavations at the village, but 
also to serve as assistants in lab curation. Although the road for an “archaeological” 
communication was something that took several years (Breglia 2006b), the community of 
Kochol, by their own initiative, after seeing the similarities between the ancient house mounds 
dug and the dimensions of their own homes, proposed a living museum in which families from 
the village would spend time living in one or more of the reconstructed residential groups 
(Ardren 2002: 389). 
The second component of community archaeology is to develop employment and training 
opportunities for local people to work on all aspects of a project, allowing them to interact more 
actively in the different phases of an archaeological project. However, this is very hard to 
achieve due lack of funding to provide sustainable employment by archaeological projects 
worldwide. Despite the fact that most of the projects cannot provide permanent employment in 
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archaeological projects, the training of local people is encouraged during archaeological 
excavations to get techniques that they could use in future employment (Moser et al 2002:233). 
In the Pakbeh project in Yucatán, the project director brought trained masons from other projects 
in the peninsula to teach the villagers of Kochol about the reconstruction of old buildings. This 
not only gave them a temporary job, but also a skill that they could use as more archaeological 
projects and reconstructions develop in the Yucatán peninsula (Breglia 2006b:188).  
The third component of community archaeology is more related to the social context of 
archaeological projects. It encourages performing interviews with local people to obtain insights 
about how they respond to archaeological discoveries and how they experience and negotiate 
archaeology in the present (Moser et al 2002; Glazier 2001). This goal is very important because 
it could provide oral histories full of worldviews, beliefs, and ideas regarding archaeology, 
heritage, and cultural identity essential to assess perceptions about the archaeological sites. In the 
project at Quseir al-Qadim, the interviews served to uncover information on the recent history of 
the ancient site and its relationship to the modern city, providing insights into how 
archaeological practice impacts people in the construction of self-identity (Moser et al. 
2002:238). Another example for this kind of approach comes from a regional research at the 
peninsula of Cape York, in Queensland, Australia. Although in Australia the concept of 
community archaeology developed out of necessity due the fact that consent from indigenous 
populations is mandatory before the start of any archaeological research, the authors discovered 
the benefit of interacting with local communities. The involvement of the aboriginal population 
of the area offered a dichotomy on the significance or meaning of archaeological sites as 
perceived by the community against the definition assumed by the archaeologists, influencing 
the outcome of the research in a positive way. In this case, the archaeologists expanded their 
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research by including community perspectives and by adopting several techniques from other 
disciplines such as ethnographic interviews, community workshops and visits to the areas with 
community members to gather additional information (Greer et al 2005: 271,274). 
A fourth component is to invest in public outreach through public presentations to inform 
the wider community about the archaeological investigations in the region. The technique used 
by this particular project was to work with the community to create a heritage center in the city, 
bringing the results of the excavations to the community (Moser 2001). This component is 
related to the education regarding archaeology in the community, encouraging the creation of 
educational materials for the population, especially their younger members. An emphasis on the 
education of the younger generations is important, especially when this process occurs mostly 
through mandatory educational laws in which cultural values are thought through symbols and 
shared traditions (Rápalo Flores 2007:137; Smith 1997). In Quseir, educational goals started with 
school visits to the site, the training of local teachers in the center, and educational activities 
incorporated to promote their understanding of the site. One of the most valued resources 
according to the local teachers in the city, is the production of children’s books based upon the 
site and the research on archeological education (Conner et al 2002; Moser et al 2002:238). 
Several approaches to education have been adopted by other projects. For example, the Pakbeh 
project mentioned earlier, produced a short video directed to the local communities in which 
basic concepts of excavation were explained and demonstrated by local leaders that worked with 
the project. The video was narrated in Spanish and Yucatec Maya and provided information 
about the project to members of the community that did not have the opportunity to work in the 
site, such as women and young people assisting to school or working outside the village (Ardren 
2002:387). Another example is the one adopted by Bardavio et al (2004) in Catalonia, Spain. In 
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San Quirze del Vallès, a town rich with archaeological sites, the community used to live unaware 
of their presence. An educational project was developed in conjunction with a local school and 
the Department of Prehistory at the Autonomous University of Barcelona to excavate the site 
Can Pallàs, a Neolithic burial tumulus excavated in 1975 as a result of a chance discovery. The 
goal of the project was to create affinity in young learners about the local archaeological heritage 
in the area and to bring knowledge of the local environment and its history into the school 
curriculum. Twelve students between the ages of 16 and 18 years old were chosen to make an 
archaeological research under the supervision of local archaeologists. The youngsters were asked 
to develop a research project on the archaeological history of the region, to perform excavations, 
and to make interpretations of the results (Bardavio et al 2004:267-268).  
Finally, Moser’s team suggested two other components for community archaeology. The 
development of visual archives, and in cases in which tourism could have a potential impact on 
the site, the development of local merchandise for sale. In Quseir, the project created a 
photographic and a video archive for exhibition in the heritage center to ensure that the 
community has a record of both the event and the experience of the archaeological project. This 
was aimed to reach other members of the community and visitors that did not have the 
opportunity to experience the excavations (Moser et al 2002:241-242).  
Although Moser’s team recognized that the described components are not part of “a 
recipe for doing community archaeology” (Moser et al 2002:229), they suggest these 
components as ideas to adopt by projects of this nature. The advantage of the community 
archaeology approach is the ability to use archaeological, anthropological, and applied 
approaches to address academic problems and at the same time helping in the development of 
local communities.  
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Application of the Theoretical Background to the Study 
In this section, I summarize the application of the theoretical background presented in 
this chapter to the purpose of this study. As explained in chapter one, the genesis of this project 
began by researching alternatives to introduce conservation practices in the present-day 
communities around the PAZ. My original interest leads me to the idea of creating a 
archaeological community project with the collaboration of the residents with the goal of 
developing educational and conservation programs regarding their archaeological resources. 
Community archaeology, as described above, was a trend in engaging local areas exposed to 
archaeological research while I was developing my initial research idea. This approach to 
archaeology aims to involve communities, government, and archaeologists into a working 
collaboration on a particular research endeavor. The local population is integrated in all aspects 
of the project. As presented in the last section, the so-called components of community 
archaeology seeks to involve the community in the development, goals, and plans for a project 
(Moser et al. 2002); in the curation of artifacts (Ardren 2002); in the development of 
employment and training opportunities for local communities (Ardren 2002; Moser et al. 2002); 
and in public outreach and education (Bardavio et al. 2004; Conner et al. 2001; Moser 2001; 
Tully 2007). 
The project done at  Al-Quseir, Egypt was my original inspiration. This project not only 
integrated members of the present-day communities into the archaeological research plan, but 
also explored the socioeconomic and cultural perspectives of the residents toward the site. Ideas 
of the past taken from local, national, regional, and international perspectives were the measure 
to understand how individuals or groups understand or interpret their knowledge of the site. This 
measurement of knowledge about the site includes its history, folklore, and recent activities 
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performed in it. The researchers evaluated their findings through the social, economic, political, 
and religious issues surrounding the present-day community built near the site. In this particular 
research, the aim was to understand the role of archaeology and the past in the future 
development of the area and in the construction of self- identity (Glazier 2001; Moser et al. 
2002:237).  
Although including the local population into the management and preservation of 
archaeological resources is a part of the desired local community involvement (Benavides 2001; 
Downun and Price 1999; Jopela and Fredriksen 2015; Wynne-Jones and Fleisher 2015), the 
preservation of archaeological resources has different meanings according to different local 
context (Pyburn 2003, 2011). Many times conservation projects are designed and implemented 
without local understanding (Gómez-Pomba and Kaus 1998). Therefore, an ethnographic 
understanding of the local context is important for the design of any project that want to promote 
conservation (Pyburn 2003, Vitelli and Pyburn 1997). As I discussed in chapter one, the search 
for this ethnographic understanding lead me to develop three research sub-questions that address 
sociocultural perspectives, socioeconomic realites, and the impact of archaeological research in 
the study area.This research and its subdivisions were developed from my experiences and 
observations during all the seasons of the PACP and several unofficial visits to the area to visit 
some members of the community that I befriended during the years. The literature presented in 
this chapter was selected and organized around the goals of each of the sub-questions. 
The first sub-question is related to the literature of archaeological conservation and the 
current problems that affect the archaeological record, especially when dealing with local 
communities. The review of the literature presented in this chapter underlined the importance to 
preserve the archaeological record and the threats that challenged its integrity. The local context 
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is the first locus of interaction between material remains and the residents and it may involved 
some of the problems described in this chapter. Issues of development and looting are pervasive 
in Northwestern Honduras and have the potential to impact site-community interactions in the 
Palmarejo Valley.  In Honduras, rural communities depend mostly on their surrounding areas to 
secure their livelihood, which depends mostly on agriculture, cattle rearing, and building their 
living facilities. These rural communities need an infrastructure that comes with the development 
of communities to supply their needs. Also, In rural contexts, rather than cash savings and 
earnings, wealth is often reflected in cattle holdings, the quality of agricultural implements, 
housing materials, labor resources, access to land, and the ability of the household to produce 
food (Gray and Moseley 2005:11). Consequently, the existence of archaeological remains in 
lands used for livelihood activities may have an impact on the productivity of the land and the 
residents’ agency. At the same time, the continuous use of land with archaeological remains for 
livelihood activities may have an impact on site preservation. Although the damages are 
minimal, it is important to remember that in many areas of the world, development and 
agriculture are mostly responsible for the destruction of archaeological sites (Hollowell 
2006:86). Northwestern Honduras is an area affected by development and looting in the present. 
Archaeological sites in the area have been destroyed due to the demand for polychrome 
ceramics, jade, and Ulúa marble vases (Luke and Henderson 2006). As described in the section 
about the treaths to the archaeological record, infrastructural and industrial development in 
Honduras have been intensive, especially during the 1980s and the 1990s (Lara Pinto 2006), 
when the Honduran government introduced policies based on structural adjustment programs, 
looking for foreign capital and investment (Stonich 1993; Stonich and DeWalt 1995). The 
destruction of the site of La Sierra, near the PAZ is a consequence of that development.  
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The second sub-question is related to the literature about heritage as a ramification of the 
current discourse of national identity in Honduras. This second point emerges due the situation 
of the PAZ within a region that has not been investigated as thoroughly as the area of Copán and 
its surroundings. The sites in the archaeological region of Northwestern Honduras are believed to 
have been inhabited by the Lenca (Chamberlain 1953; Stone 1942), a cultural group with a long 
history of interaction with Maya societies (Hasemann et al. 1996; Joyce 1991). Until the arrival 
of Europeans in the sixteenth century, the Lenca were organized as simple city-states or 
chiefdoms, in which each political unit exercised its authority over the population of a single 
river valley (Carmack et al. 1996; Chapman 2006[1985]). Despite the fact that the Lenca 
occupied a greater part of the current territory of Honduras in prehispanic times, their presence 
and impact is not being seen as important or as relevant as the Maya in the contemporary 
Honduran cultural heritage discourse and in the archaeological record (Euraque 1998, 2004; 
Joyce 2003a, 2008; Lara Pinto 2006). All this due to the national discourse described as 
mayanization and the recognition of Copán as a WHS by UNESCO. 
In Palmarejo and Palos Blancos, different perceptions about the Maya and the Lenca have 
been reported by several residents. Based on conversations with members of the communities, it 
seems that many of the residents believe that the ancient Maya built the mounds at the 
archaeological sites. Although current residents are aware of the existence of various indigenous 
groups in the country, they are viewed as present-day groups with different lifestyles and 
costumes. Not many residents are conscious of the existence of other ancient cultures in the 
country, and those who do hold some knowledge, think that these cultures were not 
technologically or culturally sophisticated enough to have produced the sites (Moreno and Wells 
2010). Understanding these perceptions and their reach within the community are crucial in any 
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future educational and conservation effort, departing from what they already know, believe, and 
understand. This goal could be done by understanding the concept of heritage and its relationship 
with archaeology. As discussed in the section related to heritage, one of its many definitions 
described it as a “cultural process or performance that is concerned with the production and 
negotiation of cultural identity, individual and collective memory, and social and cultural values” 
(Smith 2007:2). Heritage is used to experience and understand the past in the present and its 
interpretation and uses have a strong influence on the conservation and management of 
archaeological remains, especially when heritage is used to support national identities discourses 
and to convert archaeology into a commodity (Meskell 2012; Rowan and Baram 2004). This 
situation applies to the reality of Honduras today and may be affecting the perceptions of 
archaeological sites in the Palmarejo Valley. 
Finally, the third sub-question is related to the literature regarding the discipline of 
archaeology, its practice, and the local communities affected by it. Most projects in which a 
community or an educational approach have been considered are long-term projects (e.g. Altay 
2010; Moser et al. 2002) or projects in which any research directed to explore the relationship 
between present-day communities and ancient sites are occurring during outgoing projects (e.g. 
Ardren 2002; Breglia 2006). Current literature contemplates the impacts of archaeological 
projects in the context of communities with archaeological sites that have become local tourist 
attractions (Pacífico and Vogel 2012) or populations impacted by major World Heritage sites 
(e.g. Mortensen 2009; Su and Wall 2010). There are many examples of how tourism attracted by 
major archaeological sites help in the development of local economies (Orbașli 2013). The 
literature lacks studies on the impact of archaeological projects in small rural communities, with 
sites that are at the margin of the national scope, especially regarding the expectations of the 
111 
 
residents when the projects are over. Although most archaeological projects are short-term 
seasonal undertakings, they created expectations in present-day communities impacted by 
archaeological research, especially regarding employment opportunities and potential 
community and tourism development (Chambers 2004; Pollock 2010; Schackel 2004). 
Archaeology can have a strong impact in communities that experience archaeological projects in 
different ways (Breglia 2006a; Byrne 2012; Castañeda 2009; McAnany and Parks 2012; Miller 
1980; Parks 2010) and archaeological projects can impact people in a community even when 
they are not directly involved in the enterprise (Glazier 2001). These impacts can be observed 
and assessed by understanding the values that communities ascribed in material culture. By 
understanding these values, one can understand the significance of archaeological sites in 
present-day communities like the ones in this study.  
Value, as discussed earlier, is defined as “those qualities regarded by a person, group, or 
community as important and desirable (Carter and Bramley 2002:178). Values are ascribed to 
social processes and social contexts (Avrami et al. 2000). The value of archaeological remains 
like sites and artifacts are not exempted of value categorizations that may affect the perspectives 
of the community due to the fact that values are ascribed depending on the context in where they 
are located (Carman 2005). Investigating the local values that the residents of Palmarejo and 
Palos Blancos ascribed to the material remains that surrounded them may lead to a better 
understanding of the community and how to approach them with the idea of preservation. Its by 
these three sub-questions related to the theoretical areas discussed in this chapter that the present 
study is addressed and its results interpreted.   
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Summary 
In this chapter, I introduced the literature that influence the research question of this 
study: In what ways and to what extend do sociocultural perspectives and/or socioeconomics 
realities affect archaeological remains in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras? In this chapter, 
topics related to all the sub questions that guide the main research were presented. These topics 
are conservation, heritage, value, and community. The chapter discussed the relationship 
between heritage and archaeology, two terms related to the concept of conservation and cultural 
heritage, and important subjects in this study. There is a basic assumption that archaeological 
remains are the physical aspect of the past while heritage represents the ideological aspects of the 
same remains. These ideological aspects include a set of values based on the interpretation of 
multiple perceptions of the past that have cultural, political, and economic consequences in the 
present. Heritage operates in the present as a resource, using the past as its foundation but does 
not engage directly with the study of the past itself. The chapter introduced the threats to the 
archaeological record and the efforts to protect it through stewardship and cultural heritage 
management. The chapter also discussed the processes of valuation and valorization, in which 
material remains acquired the significance necessary to become part of what is considered 
cultural heritage. Cultural heritage through archaeology can be a strong influence in national 
ideologies, discourses, and economies. The country in which this study developed, Honduras, 
was not the exception and most of the issues presented in this chapter through the literature are 
currently affecting archaeological remains and their conservation in the country. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
 
Archeological Ethnography and Research Methods 
 
In chapter one, I presented the goals of the current study and the research questions. For 
the convenience of the reader, I recapitulate that information in this section. The goal of this 
study is to investigate how socioeconomic realities and cultural perceptions influence in how the 
inhabitants of two rural communities in rural Honduras interact with local archeological remains. 
The communities, called Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are two villages in which the residents 
live among the ruins of archaeological sites throughout the area. The archaeological sites 
overlapped the areas occupied by the communities for living and subsistence. In that context, I 
had three goals in mind in designing this study. First, I wanted to understand the socioeconomic 
realities of the communities regarding the archaeological sites. Second, I want to know the 
sociocultural perspectives that the residents have regarding the sites. Third, I wanted to 
understand the impact of archaeology and the archaeological practice in the villages. This last 
goal included the investigation of the impact of archaeology in the area, the impact of the 
archaeological sites, the value that the sites may or may not have for the community, and what 
they know about them. All this information answered the following question: In what ways and 
to what extent do sociocultural perceptions, socioeconomic realities, and archaeological 
practices affect or may influence the conservation of archaeological resources in the Palmarejo 
Valley, Honduras? In turn, this question is divided in three sub-questions that addressed each of 
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the goals mentioned above. The data obtained from the information provided by these questions 
may be used as a baseline of information on how people perceive and interact with these sites, 
including the current or potential reasons for the destruction of archaeological sites or the lack of 
interest by the communities in their archaeological sites. Also, this information may be used to 
consider an archaeological conservation community project in the future. Finally, the data could 
be compared with other rural communities in Honduras that are adjacent to archaeological sites 
to evaluate the extent to which these issues are encountered elsewhere in the country. Since the 
questions address the relationship between archaeological sites and the social context that affect 
them, all the data was obtained by using an anthropological methodology called archaeological 
ethnography. 
Archeological Ethnography 
In attempting to investigate the problem described above and to answer the questions 
related to it, I followed a cultural anthropology approach by using ethnographic methods to 
investigate the context of site-resident relationships. This approach was chosen due the trend in 
archaeology to employ ethnographic methods to understand the living context in which 
archaeological sites are situated (Pyburn 2003). The living context in this situation refers to the 
local communities that are impacted by archaeological sites and the archaeological practice. In 
this situation, the application of ethnographic methods seemed the right choice in the 
investigation of this problem. Through ethnographic methods, archaeologists and other 
researchers look to understand the social context of research projects, the public and popular 
interpretations and claims of ownership of the past, and the ethics in engaging the public 
(Castañeda 2008; Castañeda and Matthews 2008).  
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In this research, ethnography is employed to investigate the problem described above, by 
using an approach known as archaeological ethnography (Castañeda 2008, Hamilakis and 
Anagnostopoulos 2009, Hollowell and Mortensen 2009). Archaeological ethnography is an 
approach to archeological research that explores the sociocultural contexts of archaeology using 
ethnographic methods (Castañeda 2008; Hamilakis 2011; Hollowell and Mortensen 2009). The 
objects of study in archaeological ethnography are the present-day contexts and the processes of 
archaeology, with the goal of engaging and interacting with community stakeholders and the 
public, providing a description of the social dynamics and processes in which archaeological 
research is embedded (Castañeda 2008:39-40). It is also “about the implications of 
archaeologized places, pasts, and ideas for others, and how people make things their own” 
(Hollowell and Mortensen 2009:7). The blending of these definitions reflects the scope of this 
investigation. It is by using ethnographic methods through the structure provided by 
archaeological ethnography that I answered the research question and its components developed 
for the conduction of this study.  
From Archaeological Ethnography to Archaeological Ethnography 
The use of ethnography applied to archaeological research is not new, however previous 
uses of ethnographic methods have focused in the study of the archaeological past and the 
material patterns of the archaeological record (Castañeda 2008; Edgeworth 2006). This approach 
called ethnoarchaeology has the purpose of using ethnographic methods and information to aid 
in the interpretation and explanation of archaeological data (Stiles 1977:88). However, its initial 
application was contested due the use of ethnographic comparison to establish the connection 
between the archaeological data and its possible relationship with modern day populations. The 
reason for that critique is that ethnographic comparisons were done with ethnographic or 
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ethnological data already available without the need of going into the field for different data that 
could provide different interpretations. The problem presented with that approach is that 
interpretations of archaeological data was done with analogies already available without the 
benefit of new perspectives from the field (Binford 1968; Stiles 1977:87). The reaction to this 
criticism was advocating for the inclusion of field methods to establish those associations, 
however these new definitions did the opposite by not including the use of ethnographic 
analogies into the analysis (Stanislaswki 1974; Styles 1997:88; Oswalt 1974). Stiles, by using the 
term archaeological ethnography, expands the definition to include field ethnography and 
ethnographic analogies to compare ethnographic and archaeological data (Stiles 1977:88). The 
goal in this approach is understanding the relationship between the present and the past through 
the archaeological remains to explain the archaeological data.  
Early in the 1980s, a concern for the impact of archaeology in local communities 
emerged. This caused the development of public archaeology to promote the participation of the 
public in the conservation of archaeological sites and the archaeological record in areas facing 
development (McGimsey 1972). In an attempt to understand the relationship between 
archaeological sites and modern communities, Miller calls for the understanding of the social 
context of archaeology in which archaeology derives meanings. He argues that the social context 
of archaeology “includes the structure of employment, education, the mass media, and people’s 
conceptions of the past and the uses of the past in the present” (Miller 1980:709). This was an 
early call to understand archaeology through the perspectives of the communities impacted by its 
practice. The development of postprocessual archaeology in the 1990s brought the use of 
ethnographic methods in the context of excavations programs (Edgeworth 2006). Postprocessual 
archaeology with its conviction that the past is socially constructed, incorporated ethnography 
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and reflexive methods into the interpretation of the past (Hodder 2003). These ethnographies 
were focused on the relationship between the actors in an archaeological project (e.g., 
archaeologists, site, local community) from the perspective of the research and the inclusion of 
multiple voices in the interpretation of the past. For example, Hodder through his work in the site 
of Çatalhöyük underlined that this approach redefines the meaning of archaeology from a study 
of the material remains from the past into the study of the relationships between people and their 
pasts (Hodder 2003:62). 
Castañeda identifies three uses of ethnography in the archeological practice. The basis for 
their designation relies in their differences of agendas, objects of study, the role of ethnography, 
and the purpose of the ethnography. In this setting, “ethnography is a method of archaeology” 
(Castañeda 2008:30). The first, archaeological ethnography studies the archaeological past and 
the material patterns of the archaeological record. The second, ethnography of archaeology, 
studies archaeology “in relation to contemporary sociocultural and political phenomena acting in 
the present world” being the focus of study not the living population, but the discipline of 
archeology itself. In this setting, “archaeology is the object of ethnography” (Castañeda 
2008:30). Finally, the third type, ethnographic archaeology, studies the sociological contexts of 
archaeology. The object of study of ethnographic archaeology is the present-day contexts and the 
processes within archaeology to engage and interact with heritage stakeholders and the public. 
This provides a description not only of the archaeological research, but also about the social 
dynamics and processes in which archaeology take place (Castañeda 2008:30,36). In this setting 
archaeology is the subject and the social context in which archaeology occurs is the object. 
Although Castañeda uses the term archaeological ethnography as defined by Stiles (1977) 
mentioned above, the current use of this term refers to his definition of ethnographic 
118 
 
archaeology. Meskell suggests that the current use of the term refers to a new kind of 
archaeological ethnography, a reorientation directed to see how archaeology works in the world 
(Colwell-Chanthaphohn 2009:198; Meskell 2005:82). This redefinition of archaeological 
ethnography can provide “fresh insights into the past” and can enable “direct engagements with 
living communities, compelling scholars to acknowledge and deal with the contemporary politics 
and ethics of their discipline” (Colwell-Chanthaphohn 2009:201). In this aspect, archaeology and 
the living agents associated with the archaeological practice are the subject of study. This 
approach explores how archaeology and the public interact with the archaeological practice 
through the different domains that affect the social context of archaeology. For the purpose of 
this study the term archaeological ethnography is used given that the last publications regarding 
the topic used this term, including a recent article discussing the application of the subject in 
research (Hamilakis and Anagnostopoulos 2009; Meskell 2012; Zarger and Pluckhahn 2013). 
In reference of the reach of archaeological ethnography as a sui generis kind of 
ethnography, Pyburn argues that the difference between this kind of ethnography and traditional 
ethnography is the delimitation of the scope of the study (Pyburn 2009). While traditional 
ethnography tries to achieve a holistic understanding of the subjects and their cultural contexts, 
archaeological ethnography focuses in the parameters established by its subject, being these the 
interactions between modern day populations and archaeological remains in a social context. 
These interactions include not only the cultural perceptions that people have about their past and 
the archaeological remains that surround them, but also the causes and/or consequences in which 
the practice of archaeology can impact socioeconomic and political factors in that context. In 
other words, archaeological ethnography aims to have a holistic view within the focused scope 
provided by its definition.  
119 
 
Despite the scope suggested by the definition of archaeological ethnography, there are 
differences in how archaeological ethnography is applied. Hamilakis suggests that archaeological 
ethnography should be done by using the thick description approach as defined by Geertz 
(1993[1973]). He suggests a total ethnography, not with the traditional ethnographic reach, but 
limited to the context in which archaeological research is established. However, this includes not 
only an understanding of the relationship between the material past and the modern population 
under study, but also an insight of other areas of their social contexts. Hamilakis argues that this 
insight is necessary for the interpretations of the interactions being observed (Hamilakis 2009:75; 
2011). In contrast, Pyburn argues, while describing one of the methodologies available to do 
archaeological ethnography, that “we do not need a holistic godlike view of an entire culture to 
do our work” (Pyburn 2009:170). She supports the use of a method called Participatory Action 
Research (PAR).  PAR allows for a collaborative juncture in which the ethnographer and the 
community under study come together to solve a particular problem. While the ethnographer 
receives the necessary information for its research, the community learns from the ethnographer, 
creating an opportunity for the exchange of information and collaboration (Pyburn 2009: 169). 
Pyburn argues that PAR is ideal in circumstances where archaeologists are limited by time, 
money, or ethnographic training in the process of their investigation (Pyburn 2009:168). 
Hamilakis (2009) recognizes that PAR is an alternative in circumstances where total research is 
not possible.  
Pyburn applied PAR in her research about the use of heritage in dialogues to find 
common grounds that would allow the improvement of the relationship between Kyrgyzstan and 
Uzbekistan. These countries have “a sense of commonality” through their heritage that is being 
affected due the political tensions between them (Pyburn 2009:179). She created workshops for 
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the discussion of heritage in Kyrgyzstan. These workshops included the participation of 
community members, government officials, and international heritage professionals. Through the 
workshops, Pyburn learned information and gathered data for her research, while at the same 
time, the local participants gained knowledge about the heritage of their country. All these was 
done through a collaborative and learning experience in a research context (Pyburn 2009:270-
274). 
Applying Archaeological Ethnography 
Archaeological ethnography has been used in a variety of research contexts. In the 
community archaeological project at the modern at the city Quseir al-Qadim in the context of an 
excavation of an ancient Roman port presented in the previous chapter, ethnographic methods 
were used in the form of interviews to uncover information on recent history of the ancient site 
and its relationship to the modern city. These interviews provided insights into how the 
archaeological practice impact people in terms of the construction of self-identity (Glazier 2001; 
Moser et al. 2002:238). In another example, Breglia used ethnographic methods in the form of 
interviews and observations in the village of Kochol in the Yucatán, Mexico. This village is 
situated near the archaeological site of Chunchucmil, where an archaeological project was 
underway at the time of the research (Ardren 2002). In interviewing workers from the 
archaeological project and residents from Kochol, she found that the residents of the village have 
a different concept of their heritage and history than the one proposed by the archaeologists. 
Although archaeologists suggest that the residents are descendants of the ancient Maya, the 
residents did not feel a connection with the Maya nor the ruins. They track their past to the 
formation of the ejido system and old haciendas where henequen was cultivated (Breglia 2006a; 
2006b).  
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Ethnographic methods have been used as an alternative to surveys and questionnaires 
when assessing how people see the past and their heritage (McClanahan 2006:127). In this case, 
the ethnographer used interviews to assess the feelings of the residents of Orkney, Scotland 
toward the Orkney World Heritage Site located in the area. The data was obtained with the goal 
of doing future comparisons with data obtained from other sites in Scotland and the world 
(McClanahan 2006:26). Another example of the use of ethnographic methods comes from 
Jordan, in which two archaeologists used ethnographic methods to understand the extent in 
which Jordanian heritage discourses were shared across the country. The research focused on the 
rural countryside, where they found that national heritage discourses are different to local 
discourses (Jacobs and Porter 2009). In Jordan, the government defines archaeological remains 
as antiquities if their provenience is before the year 1700 C.E., mostly due the appeal of 
archaeological ruins like Petra to the tourism industry. Archaeological ruins in Jordan are an 
important source of revenue due the fact that Jordan does not have oil reserves like its 
neighboring countries (Jacobs and Porter 2009:75). In the country side, heritage and perspectives 
about the past are linked to the 18th and 19th centuries, during the times of the Ottoman 
occupation and the establishment of the Hashemite monarchy, a time of important historic 
changes for the country (Jacobs and Porter 2009:80). 
In Latin America, Vogel and Pacifico conducted research about the impact of tourism 
development over local populations and archeological sites in the rural context of three villages 
in the north coast of Peru. Although the research was conducted through an archaeological 
project, the archaeologists applied ethnographic methods inspired by community archaeology, 
public archaeology, and public interest anthropology to guide their research (Vogel and Pacifico 
2012:1598). This method which they called public interest approach seeks to create partnerships 
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between archaeologists, descendant communities, and communities living near archaeological 
sites. Through these partnerships, residents are recognized as stakeholders with equal treatment 
and involvement in all aspects of the archaeological investigation, leaving the door open for the 
communities to decide the degree of involvement they want to have in these partnerships. Most 
of the time, the residents participated as consultants due their experience and knowledge of the 
local environment and history (Vogel and Pacifico 2012:1598). 
Vogel and Pacifico research was done in the rural communities of Buenavista, Mojeque 
and Sector Purgatorio. These communities have archaeological sites associated with them, but 
with very different characteristics. The site in Cerro la Cruz is associated with the village of 
Buenavista. The village has a large population of almost a thousand persons, good infrastructure, 
and extensive agricultural fields that reach almost the border of the archaeological site. However, 
the presence of tourists in the area is minimal (Vogel and Pacifico 2013:1600-1602). Cerro la 
Cruz is a small site associated with the less known Casma polity that existed from the Middle 
Horizon (ca. CE 600-1000) to the Late Intermediate period (ca. CE 1000-1470) of Peruvian 
prehistory (Vogel 2015[2012]:5).  
The site of El Purgatorio is associated with the village of Mojeque and Sector Purgatorio. 
Mojeque is a small village with a population of around 250 persons. Sector Purgatorio is a small 
hamlet where a couple of families live in the middle of the agricultural fields. El Purgatorio, as 
Cerro la Cruz, is another site associated with the Casma polity. It was occupied around CE 700-
1350 covering the same periods of the Middle Horizon and the Late Intermediate Period as Cerro 
la Cruz (Pacifico 2008:14). This site is extremely large, taking about five kilometers of the area. 
The site includes monumental architecture and hundreds of small structures (Vogel and Pacifico 
2013:1603). Contrary to Cerro la Cruz, the site is included in the tourist map as one of the sites 
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to visit in the area due the efforts of the nearby city of Casma. Casma is a city with a population 
of around 35,000 persons, with an interest of developing tourism in the area (Vogel and Pacifico 
2013:1603). 
The ethnographic investigations were done in the three villages described above. Vogel 
did her investigation in Buenavista from 1999 to 2001, while Pacifico did his investigation in 
Mojeque and Sector Purgatorio in 2007. Vogel used participant observation and unstructured 
conversations as methods to obtain her data. The idea was to develop a dialogue about public 
interest between the archaeologists at Cerro la Cruz and Buenavista. This was a component of 
her dissertation research about the archaeology in Cerro la Cruz. She conducted her research in a 
collaborative context by training local residents to be field workers in the project and helping the 
local school in its goal to use the site as an educational tool to teach children about local history 
(Vogel and Pacifico 2012:1601). Vogel found that the archaeological site is a meaningful part of 
the town and she identified several groups of stakeholders with different interests and uses for 
the site. The site is used by the people of Bellavista and other villages nearby as a place to 
perform Catholic religious celebrations. It is also a place of education for the local schools and a 
place for politicians in the hopes of creating tourism revenue for the city (Vogel and Pacifico 
2012:1601). However, she found that beyond the local politicians, the local residents do not have 
an interest in tourism development. She argues that the reasons for such lack of interest are the 
small size of the site, lack of monumental architecture, and the absence of the tourism 
infrastructure in an agricultural area (Vogel and Pacifico 2012:1602). 
For his part, Pacifico used similar research methods for his investigation in Mojeque and 
Sector Purgatorio. He includes also the city of Casma due their interest in developing tourism in 
the area. The goal of his research was to investigate the relationship between archaeology and the 
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people living near the site El Purgatorio. He got information about local history and the attitudes 
toward archeology in the villages, including local legends about the sites. As part of his research, 
Pacifico lived in Mojeque for two weeks of the two months that lasted his research, and during 
that stay he elicited informal conversations by placing himself in a prominent area of the town, 
participating in everyday activities, and assisting to town meetings (Vogel and Pacifico 
2012:1600). Vogel also participated in the research by doing similar activities as the ones she did 
in Buenavista. One of the findings of this investigation was the interest of the villagers in 
developing tourism, an interest that increased during the time of the research. They found out 
that the site is not visited much, with the exception of professional archaeologists interested in 
the archaeology of the area. Regarding the social context between the site and the villages, they 
found that the villagers, most of them of low resources, have “a delicate relationship” with the 
government and the archaeologists of the area (Vogel and Pacifico 2012:1604). The problem was 
caused due the location of many houses and garden plots of the communities on parts of the site. 
Local perspectives found about the site varied among the residents. Some people have interest in 
the archaeological project due curiosity or financial gain and others did not have any interest on 
them, arguing that the sites are “the domain of scholars not farmers” (Vogel and Pacifico 
2012:1604; Pacifico 2008). However, the local did ask the researchers for help with the political 
issues related to the location of the village and the site (Vogel and Pacifico:2008) 
In another project, this time at the northwest of Pakistan, an archaeological project 
looking to identify archaeological sites representative of different periods in the district of 
Chitral, used ethnographic interviews to access local attitudes toward heritage and archaeology, 
with the goal of identifying what role the residents may want to play in the development and 
conservation of archaeological resources (Ali et al. 2013:75). Beside ethnographic interviews, 
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the archaeologists used surveys and organized workshops to further explore the nuances of local 
perceptions in a region that used to be an independent kingdom during the 19th century and later 
a semi-autonomous minor state until 1969, when it was incorporated into Pakistan (Ali et al. 
2013:82). Some of the findings of the study suggest that the residents of Chitral are aware about 
their heritage and the need to preserve it. The residents understand heritage as a list of things 
belonging to their culture, both tangible and intangible (Ali et al. 2013:91). They thought that is 
the responsibility of the government to manage the heritage of the country, however the 
population can help by keeping traditions alive and teaching them to future generations (Ali et al. 
2013:87). Another result of the survey showed that history for the residents of Chitral is 
composed of experiences and based on the identification of visible places, not about historical 
events (Ali et al. 20103:92). In addition, questions asked about archaeology showed that people 
associated archaeology with old things, old stories, things from the past, buildings, or portable 
objects like pottery and wooden objects (Ali et al. 2013:88). This ethnographic fieldwork was 
done by archaeologists and they were considering the inclusion in the future of a field 
anthropologist to expand on these results by using other methods such participant observation 
(Ali et al. 2013:94). 
The examples above showed the versatility of applying ethnographic methods in the 
investigation of the relationships of people and archaeological sites. The scope provided by 
archaeological ethnography is useful in helping the researcher to focus in specific activities, 
relationships, and experiences in the context of an archaeological project or where modern 
populations and ancient sites occupied the same place. The methods used in archaeological 
ethnography can help to support and structure investigations about the relationship between 
archaeology and its living context as an academic problem (Pyburn 2003:167). Archaeological 
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ethnography could be helpful to archaeologists with a main focus in field archaeology looking to 
understand the threats to their archaeological projects or to develop a conservation program. For 
example, in an interesting example from the WHS of Petra, in Jordan, archaeologists trying to 
understand the causes of looting and vandalism in the area, applied an archaeological 
ethnography approach by combining the archeological method of systemic intensive pedestrian 
survey and the ethnographic methods of interviews and observations. (Mickel and Knodell 2015; 
Vella et al. 2015). During the pedestrian survey, which started in 2010, Vella et al. (2015) as 
members of the project of the Brown University Petra Archaeological Project (BUPAP) recorded 
both ancient and modern uses of the landscape and their related material remains. The survey 
revealed four categories of modern materials such as “glass, metal, plastic and other (such as 
clothing, diapers, etc.)” (Vella et al. 2015:225). Using that data, they identified three types of 
modern impacts besides looting and vandalism: general discard, evidence of permanent or semi-
permanent locations of habitation, and temporary camps (Vella et al. 2015:225).  
In 2013, two members of the BUPAP conducted ethnographic interviews around the 
members of the local communities surrounding Petra. The communities are formed by members 
of the Bdul and Ammarin Bedouin tribes of Umm Sayhun and Bayda (Mickel and Knodell 
2015:239). Around 50 interviews were done to understand the local perspectives on the role of 
archaeological practice and archaeological remains in the region. These nomadic tribes were 
relocated from the site of Petra to a village built by the government in an effort to separate the 
Bedouins from the site, and at the same time to create a tourist area. The idea was to sell Petra as 
a “lost and sacred city” by reducing the presence of the Bedouins in the area (Mickel and 
Knodell 2015:240). One of the tribes, the Bdul was allowed to work in Petra in exchange for 
moving away. However, according to the participants, there were problems with the size of the 
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villages and the houses due the size and structure of Bdul families, and a lot of restrictions on 
economic activities (Mickel and Knodell 2015:241).  
The research found that the tribes have different perceptions about the government, 
heritage managers, and the archaeologists. These perceptions depend “in what is at stake in these 
relationships and what kinds of promises can be and have made” (Mickel and Knodell 2015:242. 
Also, the community members manifested their dissatisfaction with the conservation plans 
provided by the archaeologists. They argue that archaeologists sometimes left newly uncovered 
monuments open to the elements causing the degradation of some of them. Also, some blamed 
the tourists for using the caves at the sites as garbage deposits and bathrooms. In this last case, 
some community members recognized that this is also a problem of management for the lack of 
facilities for tourists in the area (Mickel and Knodell 2015:247). Finally, the study reveals that 
not everybody was in favor of the conservation of the sites. Contrasting the results of the 
pedestrian survey with the results described above, it was revealed that while most of the 
damages to the site come from outside, some of the damages are caused by the local 
communities while living in the area (Mickel and Knodell 2015:247). 
The importance of these two investigations is the contribution that each of them make to 
address the same problem. One group did the archaeological survey, while the other did the 
ethnographic research within the villages. Both results were combined in an analysis using 
archaeological ethnography. The members of the group in charge of the survey where looking 
for the motivations behind the looting and vandalism of the sites (Vella et al. 2015: 222,). 
Although the social context in this situation is more complex than what is presented here, the 
combination of the two investigations complemented each other. One revealed the impacts and 
consequences of those acts in Petra (Vella et al. 2015). The other through ethnographic methods 
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revealed the causes and motivations behind those acts (Mickel and Knodell 2015). This example 
is representative of the holistic nature of anthropology by the use of archaeological ethnography 
to understand relationships between archaeological sites and people. 
Archaeologists or Ethnographers? 
 Archaeology and anthropology shared a common origin in the 19th century. 
However, during the evolution of the two disciplines during the 20th century, the relationship 
between the two disciplines developed in different directions in the United States and the United 
Kingdom. In the British tradition, anthropology and archaeology continued as separate 
disciplines while in the United States, archaeology became a sub-discipline of anthropology 
under the conception of a holistic discipline promoted by Franz Boas (Gillespie et al. 2003). 
While in the United Kingdom, the division of archaeology and anthropology in two separated 
academic areas has stimulated the cooperation between the two disciplines, in the United States, 
some archaeologists have argued for the separation of archaeology from anthropology. Their 
argument is based in that archaeology is part of anthropology for historical reasons, specifically 
due the role of Boas during the development of anthropology as an academic discipline 
(Gillespie et al. 2003). Eventually, archaeologists and ethnographers “divided their joint 
investigations into the culture history of non-Western societies between those of the present and 
those of the past (Gillespie et al. 2012:156). However, with the emergence of postprocessual 
archaeology in the last decades of the 20th century and the idea that the past is a social 
construction (Willey and Sabloff 1993:298), archeologists began to encounter different 
theoretical and research issues beyond the application of ethnographic data to interpret material 
culture from the past, blending “together perspectives and insights that relate to academic fields 
previously of limited concern to archaeology” (Deltsou 2009:177). Key methodologies used in 
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cultural anthropology areas such as ethnography were blended with archaeological investigations 
creating different approaches such as archaeological ethnography (Deltsou 2009).  
There are some concerns about the blending of archaeology with ethnography, especially 
regarding the role of the investigator during the research process. Some argued that is difficult to 
define themselves as either an archaeologist or an ethnographer during the process of data 
acquisition (Antoniadeu 2009; Deltsou 2009). Holtorf (2009) in his contribution to a special 
issue regarding archaeological ethnography published by the journal Public Archaeology, argues 
that among the professionals using archaeological ethnography in their respective investigations, 
either archaeologists or ethnographers still see this field of investigation as an addition to their 
respective disciplines. He suggests that these professionals do not see archeological ethnography 
for what it is, a blending of the two disciplines into a new field of study and any hesitation of 
recognizing it as such comes from their respective academic backgrounds and peers (Holtorf 
2009:310). 
Some professionals have their own opinion about the capabilities of either ethnographers 
or archaeologists to pursue this field of inquiry. Meskell argues that archaeologists have an 
advantage over ethnographers because they already have an “insider expertise” based on their 
knowledge of the field by having training in archaeology (Meskell 2005: 85). Breglia suggests 
that archaeological ethnography may benefit if ethnographers do the research. She argues that 
ethnographic research done by archaeologists do not take into consideration “the complexities of 
ethnographic research and knowledge and the rich contribution that ethnography, done by 
ethnographers, can make to understand the social, political, cultural and economic contexts, both 
historical and contemporary, of archaeological fieldwork” (Breglia 2006a:178). The argument 
made by Breglia is based on her perception that archaeologists only apply ethnographic methods 
130 
 
to interpret exclusively material culture in the context of archaeology (Breglia 2006a:178). 
Finally, Pyburn as mentioned before, suggests the application of PAR when the researcher does 
not have enough experience to engage in ethnographic research. She argues that by using PAR, 
through a collaborative and learning experience, archaeologists can learn about the social context 
of their research (Pyburn 2009:165-170). She described PAR as “structured so that neophytes 
can do it, but flexible so the outcome is not predetermined” (Pyburn 2009:169). She 
differentiates PAR from academic ethnography in the requirement that PAR make to the 
researcher. According to her, the researcher needs to have a “defined goal that he or she is honest 
about and requires him or her to listen and learn in order to reach that goal- or to change it” 
(Pyburn 2009:169). 
Although archaeologists are improving their application of archaeological ethnography 
through simultaneous training in both archaeology and ethnography (Hollowell and Mortensen 
2009:8), according to Pyburn, the evidence “for problems created by well-intentioned 
archaeologist without sufficient ethnographic knowledge is mounting” (Pyburn 2009:165). In an 
evaluation of several archaeological ethnographic studies from several volumes addressing the 
subject, Zarger and Pluckhahn (2013) identified several deficiencies in research designs and the 
application of ethnographic methods. They found that in the studies published, the sample sizes 
are small, the methods are not specified, and that there is a limitation on the range of 
ethnographic methods applied (Zarger and Pluckhahn 2013:50) Most of the methods used were 
limited to participant observations, interviews or field notes. These methods were used in 
combination, like in the case of two studies using participant observation and interviews, or 
alone, as one of the studies based only on field notes. They also found lack of description and 
explanation about the analysis processes used to understand the data and how it was triangulated 
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(Zarger and Pluckhahn 2013:53). They suggest the inclusion of a varied repertoire of 
ethnographic methods while conducting archeological ethnographic research, among them PAR 
and Community-based Participatory Research (CBPR), a method similar to PAR, that takes 
participation further to enable communities to be able to collaborate fully in archaeological and 
heritage research (Atalay 2007, 2010). According to them, the inclusion of different methods in 
archaeological ethnography is needed for the sake of a scholarship that is “methodologically and 
ethically sound” (Zarger and Pluckhahn 2013:55-57). Finally, they close their evaluation by 
advocating for the inclusion of ethnographic methods and ethics courses as part of the academic 
curricula in archaeology to provide archaeologists with more training in ethnographic methods 
(Zarger and Pluckhahn 2013:55,58). 
Research Design 
This study is an exploratory qualitative research project that seeks to understand the 
interaction of two rural modern communities in Northwestern Honduras and the archaeological 
sites that surround them. The goals of the study are the following: First, to understand the 
socioeconomic realities of the communities regarding the archaeological sites; second, to learn 
about the sociocultural perspectives that the residents have regarding the sites; and third, to 
investigate the impact of archaeology in the area, including the impact of the archaeological 
sites, the value that the sites may or may not have for the community, and what they know about 
them. This information is used to answer the following question: In what ways and to what 
extent do sociocultural perceptions, socioeconomic realities, and archaeological practices affect 
or may influence the conservation of archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, 
Honduras? 
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The research methodology is archaeological ethnography. Archaeological ethnography is 
an approach to archeological research that explores the sociocultural contexts of archaeology 
using ethnographic methods (Castañeda 2008; Hamilakis 2011; Hollowell and Mortensen 2009). 
Summarizing the different object of study attributed to this methodology, archaeological 
ethnography try to understand the social context of the relationship between living communities 
and archaelogical sites, the cultural perceptions people created in the present about archaeology 
and the past, and the influence of the archaeological practice in that context (Castañeda 2008; 
Hamilakis 2009; Hollowell and Mortensen 2009). 
Archaeological ethnography uses research methods for data collection and analysis 
adopted from its parent methodology, ethnography. Ethnography is one of the the most popular 
research traditions in qualitative research (Cresswell 1998:5). Ethnography is defined as “a 
description and interpretation of a cultural group of system” (Creswell 1998:58) The purpose of 
etnography is to learn and examine by observation “the patterns of behavior, customs, and way 
of life” (Creswell 1998:58; Harris 1968). Ethnography through its methods and analysis aims to 
“reveal structures and interactions in a society, the contested nature of culture, the meaning that 
people give to their action and interaction” revealing how people are situated in a cultural 
context (Holloway and Todres 2003:354). Ethnography, through its roots in cultural 
anthropology, relies in the description of cultures and their members, studying and analyizing 
rituals, rules, and beliefs (Holloway and Todres 2003:353). Currently, ethnography is used more 
by different disciplines beyond its original aim of describing  whole cultural systems, “it has 
changed from a ‘monolithic understanding’ of culture, to people’s perspectives on society and 
their positions within it;…”(Holloway and Tordres 2003:254). Ethnography has a variety of 
methods to gather data, being the most used participant observation and interviews (LeCompte 
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and Schensul 1999a). The objectives of ethnography and its methods are applied in 
archaeological ethnography to focus on the social context of archaeology and the different 
stakeholders that are affected by its practice. 
Despite the use of ethnographic methods in the data colletion processes, I decided to use 
a grounded theory approach for the analysis of the data. Grounded theory; another tradition of 
qualitative research, focus on the developing of theory “that are closely informed by actual 
events and interactions of people and their communications with each other” (Holloway and 
Tordres 2003:352). The most important characteristic of grounded theory is that data collection 
and analysis are in constant interaction focusing in particular concepts. These concepts that 
emerge from the analysis may provide directions for further data collection and the generation of 
construction of theory (Holloway and Tordres 2003:353). Grounded theory has similar 
procedures as ethnography for data collection, but it relies more in interviews. Interviews are 
analyzed through a process called constant comparative method. This process “locate 
relationships between concepts and themes accross interviews” (Lal et al 2012:11). These 
relationships that emerged from the data guide the researcher to choose particular kinds of 
participants based on the emerging theory. This sampling method is called theoretical sampling 
(Creswell 1998). 
The combination of different methodologies or combined methodological approach is the 
combination of “of different methods, principles, and processeses from different methodologies 
in the course of a research study as opposed to operationalise the study strictly within a 
delineated qualitative tradition (Lal et al. 2012:1). This also refers to the combination of diferent 
methods and processes that are associated with a particular methodology as some or all the 
stages of the research process (Lal et al. 2012:1). Critiques of this approach say that combining 
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two methodologies means not being able to follow a particular epistemological or theoretical 
perspectives (Caelli et al. 2003). However, despite those critiques the combination of methods is 
increasing (Lal et al. 2012:2). Holloway and Tordres argue that although there can be a 
flexibility in the combination of methods, the researcher needs to be careful in maintaining 
consistence and coherence when applying a particular approach to a research design. Coherence 
and consistence refers “to a thoughfulness concerning the empirical claims made by researchers 
and whether they fit with the approach and methods taken” (Holloway and Trodes 2003:352). 
According to them, combining methods without these considerations “can dilute the value of 
consistently pursuing the integrity of a particular approach from beginning to end- from its 
philosophical underpinnings to the specificity of the subtle nuance that it may adopt in its 
methodological procedures” (Holloway and Tordres 2003:346). Factors to be evaluated to see if 
flexibility allowed the mixing of methodologies in a coherent and consistent way include the 
aims of the approach, the roots of different ideologies and disciplines, the knowledge linked to 
them, and the methods of data collection (Holloway and Todres 2003:347). 
Comparing ethnography and grounded theory, one can obseve several differences. 
Ethnography is concerned with the description of culture or the setting in which the research 
takes place, while grounded theory focus on the context specific to the research problem 
(Charmaz and Mitchell 2001). While ethnographers do their literature review prior the data 
gathering process, grounded theorist do their literature review after to avoid restraint in their 
coding and memoing process during fieldwork. Another difference is related to data sampling. 
Ethnographers have a variety of sampling methods to their disposition (Bernard 2001), while 
grounded theories relies in the theoretical sampling method described above. This process is the 
trade mark in grounded theory, in which sampling is obtained according to the direction 
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suggested by concurrent data gathering and analysis during fieldwork (Aldiabat and Le Navenec 
2011:7). The purpose of this method is to generate theories or a theoretical model (Creswell 
1998:58). In contrast to the creation of theories in grounded theory, ethnographers aim “to 
understand the cultural meaning that human beings use to organize and interpret their 
experiences”(Aldiabat and Le Navenec 2011:8; Charmaz and Mitchell 2001).  
In addition to the differences above, there are two differences between how the two 
methodologies analyze the data that in certain phases of the analysis process, particularly coding 
and categorizing (Holloway and Tordres 2003:353). These differences are in the generation of 
memos and the use of comparative analysis in grounded theory, in which codes, categories and 
potential theories develop. Although both methodologies use writing memos as an analytical 
tool, in grounded theory memos are used to connect data and putting together a potential theory, 
while in ethnography, memos are used to extract meaning from their data and enrich their level 
of description (Aldiabat and Le Navenec 2011:8; Charmaz and Mitchell 2001). The other 
difference is the constant comparative analysis, in which the researcher compares data sets to 
identify emergent categories from the data (Creswell 1998:57). Despite these differences, 
ethnographers have been adopting analytic methods from grounded theory in recent years 
(Aldiabat and Le Navenec 2011:8) This study used this approach for the analysis of the data 
gathered by archaeological ethnographic methods. 
As mentioned above grounded theory and ethnography as methodologies are different 
however, there are some similarities that allow some flexibility in combining them and their 
respective methods. First, investigation in both methodologies is done in the natural context and 
without interrupting the natural setting; second, investigators from both traditions emphasize 
beliefs, values, and contexts to address the research problem; third, data collection use several 
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approaches and different methods for collecting data (interviews, observation, focus groups, 
etc.); fourth, in both methodologies the researcher is the tool of data collection and interpretation; 
and finally the report of results in both traditions is done from the perspective of the participants 
who have experienced the phenomenon in investigation (Aldiabat and Le Navenec 2011: 9-10). 
Charmaz argues that grounded theory can enrich ethnographic research by guiding the 
analysis from the description and meaning of the setting to the processes behind them (Charmaz 
2006:22). It is suggested that by adding a grounded theory emphasis to an ethnographic research, 
the investigator is lead to compare data with data from the beginning of the research, comparing 
data with emerging categories, and establishing relations between concepts and categories 
(Charmaz and Mitchell 2001:160). However, Charmaz uses the term grounded theory 
ethnography to describe this particular kind of research (Charmaz 2006:22) This term or as 
Battersby (1981) calls it grounded ethnography is a blending of grounded theory and 
ethnographic methods in which the ethnographer seeks to generate a “thesis or a picture of 
certain social processes” (Battersby 1981:93) by using theoretical samping and constant 
comparison of the data (Babchuk and Hithcock 2013). 
The discussion about the differences and similarities between grounded theory and 
ethnography and the potential flexibility of mixing both methodologies is presented here to 
introduce the adoption of grounded theory analysis to understand the data obtained by 
ethnographic inquiry during this research. However, I want to clarify that my research design 
does not contemplate the application of these two methodologies as a grounded theory 
ethnography as described in the last paragraph. Grounded ethnographic research involves the use 
of the constant comparison strategy in analyzing the data and the theoretical sampling method to 
keep collecting data according to the guidance of the analysis. This is a continuous process done 
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during the gathering data in fieldwork. I only borrowed from grounded theory its approach for 
data analysis as described by Charmaz and Mitchell in the previous paragraph, adapting it to my 
research goals. Also, I did not use the theoretical sampling method during the data collection, 
and for that reason I do not consider my research a grounded ethnography. That being said, and 
summarizing briefly the nature of this research design, the present study is a qualitative 
investigation using a combined methodological approach (Lat et al. 2012.), in which 
ethnographic methods are used to obtain the data, and grounded theory analysis are used to 
interpret the data (Charmaz and Mitchell 2007). Furthermore, besides the theoretical and 
methodological benefits of combining these research traditions, I chose to apply grounded theory 
analysis due its focus on emerging categories from the data and their potential in guiding the 
development of concepts. As an archaeologist, lacking the experience of seasoned ethnographers, 
I found that grounded theory analysis and its constant comparison method provided me with the 
structure needed to understand the particularities of my research, helping me to focus in certain 
aspects and nuances of the data that otherwise I might have missed.  
Population  
The population from where the sample was taken in this study is composed of residents 
of the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos located near the city of San Pedro Sula. Palmarejo 
is located in the department of Santa Barbara while Palos Blancos is located in the department of 
Cortés in Honduras. These two villages are located in the Palmarejo Valley, an area where 
archaeological research was done between 2003 to 2008. The archaeological region is known as 
the Palmarejo Archaeological Zone and is composed of nearly 100 sites in various degrees of 
conservation, and has been investigated by the University of South Florida under a project 
known as the Palmarejo Community Project (PCAP) directed by E. Christian Wells, Karla L. 
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Davis-Salazar, and José E. Moreno Cortés. Around these archaeological sites are seven rural 
communities. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos were chosen because they possess the larger 
archaeological complexes in the zone and their ruins were excavated extensively during the 
several seasons of the PCAP. 
Palmarejo  
Palmarejo is a village of around 48 households. Although most of the households are 
composed mostly by nuclear families, the village includes some extended families living 
together in the same household and several single parent families mostly lead by women. The 
estimate population of the village and its related areas (haciendas, houses not in the core of the 
village etc.) is around 180 to 200 persons. However, these numbers fluctuate as some residents 
go to work outside the village or abroad for long terms as evidence several empty houses. The 
income per households is around 600 to 2400 lempiras per month, although some households 
receive money from their children living outside the village or abroad in the United States. 
However, a few households claimed that they survived only from their land and animals, and 
small jobs to get some money to buy things like sugar and coffee. The education of the 
population is mostly around the primary level, with one exception of a person that advanced to 
the intermediate level of education. Most of the population has reached the third grade and 
below. The ages ranges from babies to persons over 75 years old. The unemployment is high, 
mostly among women. Employment opportunities come from farms, cattle haciendas, maquilas 
or from stores in San Pedro or Cofradia. At least four households operate their own store or 
pulperia for extra income. Most of the people own their own land but there are several renters in 
the community. Most of the houses have access to power and water, although there are many 
problems with the last one. The only facility within the limit of the village is a primary school 
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teaching up to sixth grade. Children that want to pursue further education needs to go to Cofradía 
or to a nearby village called Suyapa. There is no access to health services and the existing 
services are provided in Cofradia or dispensaries operated by NGOs outside the area. Almost all 
the households’ lack of transportation and the only available mean consist of privately owned 
buses that pass through the village during the day (average of five times during the week days). 
However, this type of transportation is not available daily. People supplied more of their needs 
by local harvests, local pulperias, and markets in Cofradia and San Pedro Sula.  
Palos Blancos  
Palos Blancos is a village composed of 14 households, most of them composed of nuclear 
families, however there are some extended families living together and households lead by single 
parents, mostly women. The population of the village and surrounding areas is about 70 to 80 
persons. Some households have up to 15 persons living in them. Incomes are between 800 to 
2000 lempiras a month. A few households claimed that they survived only from the land and 
animals, and small jobs to get some money to buy things like sugar and coffee. Some households 
receive money from children that live outside the village or in the United States. The only 
facility in the village is an elementary school, which opens depending on the availability of 
children. The education level of the population is around the primary school level, ranging from 
none to sixth grade. The age of the residents ranges between two and 75 years old. Levels of 
unemployment are high for both men and women equally. Employment opportunities come from 
farms, cattle haciendas, maquilas, and a teacher post at the school. Most of the houses have 
power and water. The village possesses its own cemetery. There is no access to health, and 
people go to other villages or to Cofradía. Most of the residents lack of transportation and 
depend of privately own buses passing near the village during the day (average of five times 
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during the week days). People need to walk approximately a mile from the center of the village 
to the road where the buses pass. The buses do not work every day. People supplied more of their 
needs by local harvests, businesses from the nearby village of Suyapa, and/or markets in 
Cofradia and San Pedro Sula. 
Sampling Methods 
 The sample method used in this study is a nonprobability sampling method called 
purposive or judgement sampling. In this kind of sampling the researcher decides the purpose 
that is wanted from the informant or community and find the participants (Bernard 2002). In this 
case the intention was to interview a random person from each household of the community, 
however due to the presence of several extended families living together, sometimes two or three 
persons from a household were chosen. Although I have noticed households with extended 
families in the villages before, the number of families per household increased due the 
earthquake that occurred in May 28, 2009. The earthquake destroyed several houses completely 
and the communities did not receive the expected help from the municipalities for rebuilding. 
For the purpose of this research several criteria for inclusion and exclusion were 
established. Only residents from the villages of Palos Blancos and Palmarejo were eligible to 
participate. All of them had to be consenting adults. The term residents in the context of this 
study refers to people living in the community at the time of the investigation in a permanent 
fashion. Equally, for the purposes of the study, the term consenting adult refers to a single person 
that is 21 years-old or older, or a married person that is at least 18 years-old, with full mental and 
physical capacity to consent to participate in the research. These criteria of inclusion were 
defined by the parameters of what is considered an adult in Honduras. The majority of age in 
Honduras is 21 years-old according to the article 16 of the Family Code (Decree 76 of the 31 of 
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May, 1984), however married persons with less than 21 years-old are considered adults 
according to several articles of the Honduran Civil Code of 1906, as amended (Art. 263-266). 
The criteria for exclusion of this study established the non-participation of persons that are 
considered minors according to the Honduran law and persons that do not have full mental and 
physical capacity to give informed consent. All persons that comply with the requisites of 
participation must do it voluntarily. Any persons forced to participate were not considered. For a 
matrix of the population sample see Appendix II. 
Instrumentation and Data Collection 
The present study was done between September 2010 and April 2011. The time frame 
was divided in two stages. The first one had the goal of understanding the interaction between 
the residents of both communities, Palmarejo and Palos Blancos and their respective 
archaeological sites. The goal was to record the daily activities that the residents do around the 
sites, the different uses through the seasons, and what is the impact of such activities on the 
structures. To obtain that data, I created an evaluation form that provided for the assessment of 
the structures, for recording the types of land uses around the structure, and any other 
observation that might be of potential impact. In doing these assessments, I evaluated visually 
each of the sides of the structure independently, trying to estimate a percent of damages in each 
side. This was follow by calculating the average of the percentage of damages observed in each 
side. I checked north, south, east, west, and top sides of each structure. In the case of terraces and 
platform structures, only the top and the visible sides were evaluated, depending on the context 
of the structure. Once I have the average percentage of all sides, I classified the damages 
according to the assessment method used by Hawken (2008) in the previous survey of Palmarejo 
Area. The damages were classified as Type I (1-25% of the structure damaged), Type II (26-50% 
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of the structure damaged), Type III (51-75% of the structure damaged) and Type IV (76-100% of 
the structure damaged). When I found any indication of damage, I recorded the appearance of the 
disturbance and its possible causes. After finishing the assessment of the structures, I made notes 
about the uses of the land surrounding the structures. At the site of Palmarejo, 87 structures were 
evaluated and at the site of Palos Blancos, only 42. The data obtained were used to create a 
report for each site. In addition, for the sake of comparison, two sites within the village of 
Palmarejo were evaluated, those being site 19 and site 23. The reason for the evaluation of these 
sites is that each of them is used for activities that do not involved agriculture of traditional crops 
like corn and beans. Site 23 was chosen because is used exclusively for cattle grazing, and site 
19 was chosen because it is used for cattle grazing and as tree farm for the eventual production of 
wood. A sample of the form used for site evaluation is included in Appendix I. 
The second stage of the research involved interviewing 50 participants between the 
village of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. A total of 16 residents were interviewed in the village of 
Palos Blancos, while in the village of Palmarejo, 37 residents were interviewed.  Each participant 
chose their own name for the interview. The method used for the interviews was semi-structured 
interviews. This type of interview is kind of an informal interview done with a guide. The 
interview guide consists in a written list of questions and topics to be covered in a particular 
order (Bernard 2002:204-205). The interviews were done using an interview guide of 44 
questions. Not all the questions were asked to the participants and questions were chosen in 
reaction to the responses of the participants. For the content of the interview guide, a matrix of 
demographics of the participants, and the population pool available for sampling at the moment 
of the interviews, see Appendix II. 
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In addition to the damage assessment in the field and the interviews done with the 
participants, I used participant observation as a method to observe the different tasks occurring 
both in the field and in the villages, including the residential areas, peripheral areas, farm/ 
grazing areas, and archaeological sites areas. Participant observation is a method used in 
ethnography that allowed the researcher to immerse himself in a culture or context to collect 
qualitative data directed from experience (Bernard 2002:323). All the observations were 
recorded in field notes, which included both actual notes of what was going on at the moment of 
the observation and when necessary, sketches describing the space context of a particular scene. 
The study and all the methods described above were reviewed and approved by the USF’s 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). A copy of the approval letter is included in Appendix 3. 
Data Analysis 
The data from the interviews were transcribed and analyzed using Atlas.ti and IMB SPSS 
software. The qualitative analysis of the data was performed using grounded theory methods in 
which concepts emerging from the text are identified and linked with other concepts, creating 
substantive and formal interpretations of the research results (Bernard 2002; Charmaz 2006). 
Concept is defined as “a descriptive explanatory idea, its meaning embedded in a word, label, or 
symbol” (Holloway 2008:43). Among the grounded theory methods used in the analysis are 
several kinds of coding approaches such as initial coding (descriptive, gerund) and secondary 
coding (focused coding). These were supported by memo writing exercises to develop the 
analysis by comparison of codes and concepts, increasing the abstraction of ideas grounded in 
the data (Charmaz 2006). 
The data obtained from site evaluation were compared to data obtained from the 
pedestrian surveys performed by the PCAP from 2004 to 2006 assessing human impact to the 
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sites over the last six years. Data obtained from observations and surveys were also used to 
validate the data obtained from the semi-structured interviews. Observations were documented 
through field notes, and these were coded and then analyzed by comparison using a grounded 
theory based analysis. 
Coding Process 
The basis of the grounded theory analysis is coding. A code is defined as a “form of short 
hand that researchers repeatedly use to identify conceptual reoccurrences and similarities in the 
patterns of participants’ experiences (Birk and Mills 2011:93). Researcher use codes to mark 
identified areas of interest in a particular text. In this case, the coding process was applied to the 
50 interviews done in the villages. Through a comparative analysis approach, the researcher 
identifies patterns in the data that are codified. Codes that are related form groups called 
categories (Birk and Mills 2011:93), however before any relationship can be established between 
the codes, they need to be defined during the analysis process. All the defined codes need to be 
listed in what is called a codebook. A codebook is defined as “a list of all the codes used for the 
analysis of a particular collection of data, the names of the variables that the codes represent, and 
a list of the kinds of items that are to be coded for each variable (LeCompte and Schensul 
1999b:85). In my research, several codebooks were developed depending on the level of analysis 
(initial or secondary level) and the results of the constant comparative analysis.  
To develop a codebook for my initial coding exercise I picked 10 interviews randomly 
using SSPS. The 10 interviews were equivalent to a 20 % of the total of 50 interviews from the 
sites of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. In this random pick, there were more interviews from 
Palmarejo than from Palos Blancos (Ratio 7:3).  Coding of these initial interviews was done 
using descriptive coding using Atlas.ti. Descriptive coding is a form of coding that summarizes 
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in a word or a short phrase the topic of a passage of qualitative data (Saldaña 2009). After 
finishing coding the ten interviews I got a total of 328 codes. These codes were very near the 
data in terms that they were expressing and describing responses and actions from the 
participants. After these 328 codes, I checked the codes and the quotations to see if some of the 
codes created were repetitive or could be merged with others.  After that exercise I reduced the 
code list to 105 codes, divided in these preliminary categories: archaeology, community, 
education, heritage, households’ economy, history, knowledge, participants’ demographics, and, 
research interest. Next step was defining each of the 105 codes to see if there were codes with 
similar meanings. The codes were merged and renamed with names expressing actions or 
descriptions. This exercise reduced the code list from 105 codes to 82 codes, divided in the 
following preliminary categories: archaeology, community, resource management, education, 
family, heritage, history, household resources, knowledge, participants’ demographics, and 
research interest. The new categories arose from previous categories as the codified data was 
compared through the action, descriptions and responses of the different participants. The codes 
were defined in a preliminary codebook that was used in the process of initial coding. Initial 
coding is a form of coding in which the codes are “provisional, comparative, and grounded in the 
data” (Charmaz 2006:47). I proceed to code all the interviews using Atlas.ti. The method used in 
this initial exercise was coding with gerunds, which identifies processes grounded in the data 
(Charmaz 2006:48-49). The goal was to analyze the data to see actions, descriptions, and 
responses beyond the ones contained in the first codebook and the analysis of the first ten 
interviews.  
The analysis of this first round of coding applied to all the interviews resulted in new 
concepts and also new codes. However, as before some of the codes blended with others 
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becoming categories and sub-categories reflecting association between concepts. Major 
categories and main concepts started to appear at this level, suggesting a potential avenue of 
analysis. Some of the new categories were named after the categories of the preliminary coding 
exercise, however they were more inclusive in the range of information contained in them due 
the development of new or improved code definitions. For example, from the preliminary 
category of archaeology, five new categories emerged anticipating the formation of major 
concepts to address the data. These new categories were archaeology (archaeology in general, 
ideas, perceptions, values, interactions, expectations), CRM (related to the management of 
archaeological resources, knowledge about institutions and laws), heritage (ideas and perceptions 
about the Honduran heritage, specific knowledge about heritage) history (dividing 
information/references from archaeology and from history), and knowledge (related to the  
definition of specific concepts: culture, history, national patrimony, cultural patrimony). 
Participants’ information about themselves and their families divided in two categories: 
Participant (mostly demographic info) and Family (mostly related to the family unit of the 
participant). The level of analysis at this level, as the one used in the preliminary coding 
exercise, was descriptive, although moving into the analytical level since actions start suggesting 
meaning and processes behind the data. All this process was done by comparing the new codes 
with the codes contained in the previous codebook. A new codebook was made reflecting the 
changes at this level.  
Using this new codebook, I read each of the quotations marked in Atlas.ti under the codes 
used in the Initial Coding exercise. Reviewing each code and the quotations under it, I elaborated 
new codes that were more focused on the data. Again, during this exercise, codes start merging 
with each other or expanding to include codes that can be covered in a same category.  This time, 
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only a few new codes emerged from this exercises and some of them were product of the 
merging of one or more codes. I divided the quotations under each code into categories 
according to the response to allow an easy navigation of the data when searching participants’ 
responses. These new categories were compared to the categories established in the previous 
exercises. These categories, now potential major themes, that continued to develop in the 
analysis were Archaeology, The Past, Heritage, CRM, Communities, Participants, and 
Participants Households. Another codebook was developed after this exercise. 
The new codebook has 98 codes divided in potential themes. Another round of coding 
was done using the 50 interviews. This time I used focus coding. Focus coding consists of “using 
the most significant and/or frequent earlier codes to sift through large amounts of data” 
(Charmaz 2002:57). This exercises reduced the codes to 87 codes. Some codes merged with 
others. Another codebook was developed, following with another round of focus coding. After 
that last round of coding, no new codes or additional information emerged from the interviews. 
This last codebook was labeled as the final codebook (Appendix IV). After these major themes 
were developed I linked some of them to the three sub-questions of my research. I made an 
outline of all the themes. The themes were divided in categories and concepts. The quotations in 
each of the codes was associated with a particular them and classified according to the categories 
within the theme. The result of this exercise was an outline of the data, which allowed me to 
identify patterns, processes, and experiences related to the research questions. Once I achieved 
this, I considered the coding process over and proceed to analyze the content of the outline to fit 
the information contained into each of the research sub-questions. With this last exercise I got 
the information necessary to answer the three research sub-questions and the main question. 
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Benefits, Risks, and Confidentiality 
This study may benefit potentially the communities of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos in 
several aspects. It is expected that this study helps in the eventual development of conservation 
and management strategies for the archaeological resources at a local level. The ultimate goal 
beyond this research is to reconcile the goals of archaeological conservation and community 
development in a way that each aspect can mutually benefit. Indirect benefits might be the 
creation of awareness about the prehispanic past through educational programs that may be 
developed through the potential recommendations inspired by this research.  
There was no major risk involved in the development of this research. Any harm to the 
community can only come in the case of  a breach of confidentiality related to the information 
obtained, since some of the practices of daily interaction might be affecting the integrity of 
archaeological sites, which constitutes an illegal act in Honduras. For this reason, I am 
guaranteeing the confidentiality of the information provided by the informants, as well as their 
anonymity. All the information recorded in this research and the identity of the participants are 
being kept in strict confidentiality. Participants quoted or acknowledged in the discussion and 
diffusion of this research, are protected by a pseudonym to guarantee his/her anonymity. Any 
information that may reveal indirectly the identity of a participant was not used in the diffusion 
of the results. Since this research may establish an association between participants and sites or 
properties, especial care was taken in not revealing these in the description of the patterns of land 
use and/or the impacts on the archaeological sites. All descriptions were offered in a general 
fashion to avoid any indirect identification. The safety and anonymity of the participants is 
considered as a high priority in this research, even at the cost of the research itself. Any 
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information with the potential of harming a participant will be discarded. There is no data 
identifying specific subjects and the recorded interviews are password protected. 
Researcher Background 
In this section I share information about my background, capabilities and experience in 
the area of study. The reason for this is that me, the researcher as the main instrument of data 
collection may have assumptions, biases, and preconceptions about the study that may have been 
invisible to me during the data collection, analysis, and the interpretation of the findings. 
Therefore the information provided here is for the reader consideration. I prepared myself in 
several ways before going to the field, even to the point that I postponed for a semester the 
beginning of the first stage of the project.   
I prepared myself through coursework in both anthropological archaeology and cultural 
anthropology to understand the application of ethnographic methods to solve archaeological 
problems. Beyond my academic preparation in an applied anthropological program that 
emphasizes not only in the application of anthropological perspectives but also on the values of 
research, theory, and methodology, I worked with these communities in the Naco Valley every 
summer for the past five years. Although as I was present during the seasons, my contact with 
members of the communities was limited to the workers in the project and the occasional visit to 
the local pulperia.. As part of my previous work in Honduras, I participated in several 
community outreach initiatives which included talking at the local school of the village of Nueva 
Suyapa. In addition to codirecting the project, I was part of the staff that was responsible for 
mapping and surveying the archaeological ruins and the modern communities through different 
seasons of fieldwork. These experiences have allowed me to understand some of the context 
related to the interactions of the communities with the archaeological remains and to develop 
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ideas on the problem of archaeological conservation in the region. In addition to the 
qualifications outlined above, I am native of Puerto Rico, which allowed me to speak fluent 
Spanish and to communicate effectively in the Honduran cultural context. I am also a lawyer that 
used to practice in Puerto Rico, and that allowed me to understand the legal context of Honduras 
and its cultural patrimony laws. 
Summary 
In this chapter the concept of archaeological ethnography is presented as a special kind of 
ethnography that address the living context of the archaeological sites. This approach allows to 
understand the impact of archaeology, its practice, and its resources in local communities that 
live around archaeological remains. The chapter illustrates through examples the potential of this 
approach. In addition, the chapter introduce the research design used in this study. This study is 
an archaeological ethnography, using semi-structured interviews, participant observation, and 
site assessment to answer the research questions related to this study. The data was analyzed 
using a grounded theory approach, therefore the research design could be considered a mixture 
of two methodologies, archaeological ethnography and grounded theory, to understand the 
problem of the study. The chapter discussed the sampling process, the data collection process 
and its instrumentation of methods. In addition, the chapter offers an overview of the coding 
methods used for the analysis of the data. Finally, the chapter concludes discussing the possible 
benefits and risk of this study, including the measures taken to guarantee the confidentiality of 
the participants.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
 
Archaeology, Cultural Patrimony Management, and Heritage in Honduras 
 
In this chapter I present an overview about the archaeology and heritage of Honduras. 
The chapter is divided in three sections discussing the following areas: the archaeology of 
Northwestern Honduras; the institutions and laws governing the archaeological patrimony of 
Honduras, and the current discourse of heritage and national identity in the country. The section 
regarding archaeology of Northwestern Honduras focuses on the work done in the Naco Valley 
during the 20th century and the work done in the PAZ between 2004 to 2006 with special 
reference to the Uluan marble vase. The second section discussed the different laws governing 
the cultural patrimony of Honduras and the role of the institution in charge of the administration 
of this law, the IHAH. Finally, the chapter discuss the concept of mayanization as part of the 
discourse of mestizaje, which maybe affecting Honduran national identity and the administration 
of archaeological resources in Honduras.  
Ancient Northwestern Honduras 
Ancient Honduras was part of what is known as Mesoamerica; a term coined by Paul 
Kirchhoff to include Native American populations that shared certain cultural attributes in 
Mexico and Central America. These characteristics include the existence of a hieroglyphic 
writing system, an elaborate calendar, knowledge of astronomy, a particular ballgame played in 
the area, highly specialized markets, human sacrifices, and a complex religious system  
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(Coe:1999). The northwestern and southwestern parts of Honduras, including eastern El 
Salvador are believed to be inhabited by the Lenca. There is some controversy about the status of 
the Lenca within the Mesoamerican world. Some scholars think that they were part of the 
Mesoamerican world, others a buffer or frontier to Mesoamerica, and still others believe that 
they were part of an entirely different cultural world (Henderson et al. 1979; Fox 1981; Lothrop 
1939; Stone 1942). However, these people were influenced by the Maya civilization, and 
although they possessed an independent identity; strong cultural, social, economic, and 
ideological ties characterized these relations.  
The Lenca had a long history of interaction with Maya societies from the Guatemala-
Yucatán zone and with the great Maya center of Copán, in the eastern highlands of Honduras 
(Carmack et al., 1996). The Lenca shared with the Maya, the concept of a 365-day solar calendar 
divided into eighteen months, the construction of high temple mounds representing monumental 
architecture, the use of ball courts, and apparently ideas of the afterlife and mortuary practices. 
The Lenca were organized as simple city-states or chiefdoms, in which each political unit 
exercised its authority over a single river valley, where bonds were probably formed along the 
populations through kinship and marriage (Carmack et al., 1996). The Honduran Lenca had 
exchange relations with two regions in the Maya Lowlands. These regions were the Motagua 
valley in Guatemala, and the Copán Valley in eastern Honduras. In the Motagua valley, a great 
Maya center called Quiriguá had exchange contacts with the elite populations of Northwestern 
Honduras. Copán, the center of the valley that have its name, also maintained relations with the 
Lenca, and archaeological evidence suggests that individuals, probably of Lenca origin, 
inhabited some sections of the city, or at least maintained strong connections with it 
(Gerstle1988). During the Late Classic Period, both Maya centers have developed the typical 
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characteristics of Classic Maya Lowland culture; monumental architecture, stelae with inscribed 
hieroglyphics texts containing dates in the Long Count system, elaborate pottery with symbolic 
references to Maya cosmology and a society governed by a ruler or a king (Wells 2002). The 
principal exchanges areas between the Lenca and the Maya were occurring in the Ulúa and Naco 
regions.  
The first area of exchange, the Ulúa region is an area of 1,500 km2 crossed by the Ulúa 
river, which border 75 km of the Ulúa valley (Joyce 1993, Wells 2002). It is located in 
Northwester Honduras. Links with the Maya Lowlands are evident since the Pre-classic 
(BCE1800 - CE250) in sites such as Gualojoquito, near the conjunction of the Ulúa and Jicatuyo 
rivers (Wells 2002). During the Classic Period, a site called Cerro Palenque dominated this 
valley. Cerro Palenque exhibited Maya characteristics such as a central plaza surrounded by 
monumental architecture, elite residence and a ball court. This site probably maintained relations 
with groups in the Maya Lowlands of southern Belize, presumably through the Caribbean 
coastline (Joyce 1993). The Ulúa Valley polities reached its height during the Late Classic and a 
shift in settlement patterns to a more centralized system occurred with the development of 
several large sites (Joyce 1993). 
The second area of exchange, the Naco Valley, of around 98 km2, is located in 
northwestern Honduras, and is crossed by the Chamelecón River. This area was occupied 
continuously from the Middle Pre-Classic (ca. BCE 1050-400) through the Spanish conquest in 
the 16th century (Henderson et al. 1979; Urban et al. 2002; Wells 2002). This area also sustained 
regional interactions with groups both in the Lowland Maya area, as elsewhere in southern 
Mesoamerica. The valley was initially surveyed and excavated in 1936; however, it was not until 
the beginning of the Naco Valley Archaeological Project in 1975 that investigations in the valley 
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Figure 4.1. Archaeological Sites of Northwestern Honduras (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005) 
 
continued (Strong 1938;Henderson et al. 1979). The goals of this project in researching the Naco 
Valley were to survey the valley and to explore its internal organization and the inter-relationship 
of the valley’s three major centers already identified at that time: Naco, La Sierra, and Santo 
Domingo. Another goal was to fill the Early Classic (250-600 CE) and Early Post-Classic (950-
1200 CE) gaps in the sequence of the valley. (Henderson et al. 1979:187-1988). Archaeological 
surveys from the project located 89 other sites in the valley beside the sites mentioned (Urban 
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1978), ranging from isolated low mounds to mayor centers (Henderson 1977:373). These 
settlements indicated an occupational sequence for the valley starting from the Late Pre-Classic 
period (300 BC-250 AD). Further research and surveys during the last three decades have 
revealed a total 463 prehistoric sites of which 65 have been excavated up to 2002, extending the 
occupational sequence for the valley. The total of sites so far defined an occupation sequence 
that spans from the Middle Pre-Classic through the Spanish Conquest in the 16th century 
(Blanton et al. 1996; Urban et al. 2002:134).  
The earliest material encountered in the Naco Valley came from the Middle Pre-Classic. 
During this time, it seems that the residents of the valley relied on an economy that combined 
agriculture with hunting and the exploitation of riparian species. Raw materials and skills to 
fabricate essential items were available for all the inhabitants of the valley. There is no evidence 
for wealth differences during the Middle Pre-classic as opposed to later times. Most of the 
archaeological material is composed of utilitarian ceramics, and chipped or ground stone 
implements. Burials from this period did not indicated status distinctions. Urban et al. (2002) 
argued that although the results are not definitive, there are no evidence that suggests control 
based on power over essential local resources, imported goods, and the skills needed to fashion 
items valued by all Naco residents at that time (Urban et al. 2002:146). This affected the 
emergence of social differentiation however, monumental construction suggests that the 
emergence of elites at Naco was supported by hierarchies basing their power on the centralized 
control over the performance of community-wide integrative activities (Urban et al. 2002:148).  
In Late Pre-Classic, the site of Santo Domingo was a major center in the valley. This site 
is located on a terrace above the Manchaguala River at the base of the hills that limit the valley 
on the north. Santo Domingo is composed of 39 structures ranging from small platforms only a 
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few centimeters high to great structures up to six meters tall (Henderson et al 1979:187). The 
ceramics found on this site show general similarities with Late Pre-classic pottery throughout the 
Maya area and have close relationships with complexes from Western and Central Honduras. 
These ceramics share many features with the early ceramics of Copán and the site of Yarumela 
in the Comayagua Valley (Henderson et al. 1979:189).  
During the Late Classic Period (ca. CE 600-900), there was a dramatic increase in the 
population size and density with the site of La Sierra dominating the settlement hierarchy (Wells 
2002). La Sierra was one of the major Late Classic settlements. This site is situated on a tributary 
of the Río Chamelecón southeast of Naco, occupying 100 ha. with more than 400 structures 
(Henderson 1977:363). This center contained large, elaborate public buildings, including a ball 
court, surrounded by smaller residential structures. Henderson argues that there are close 
connections, both in architecture and ceramics with the site of Copán. This site also interacted 
with the Sula-Ulúa-Yojoa region as evidence of imported and locally manufactured Ulúa 
polychrome was found. Ceramics in La Sierra show strong ties with the Yojoa complex of Los 
Naranjos and some polychrome types common to the sites of Travesía and Santa Ana among 
other sites in the Ulúa Valley (Henderson et al 1979:190). At the same time, the assemblage of 
La Sierra shares a variety of features of shape, surface finish, and decoration with the ceramics of 
Late Classic Copán. External ties with other regions are observed through the presence of 
polychrome ceramics types like Tipon Orange and Capulin White bowls from the Lower 
Motagua Valley (Schortman 1993), Ulúa polychrome from the Lower Ulúa region (Joyce 1993), 
Copador vessels from the Copán Region, and Petén ware from the Central Maya Lowlands 
(Wells 2002).  
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Another important site during the Late Classic was El Coyote, located in the Cacaulapa 
Valley in northwestern Honduras, occupied from the Late Pre-classic (BCE 100-200 CE) to the 
Early Post-classic (CE 1100-1300). The site was a large settlement of more than 300 buildings 
and probably was controlled by the polity of La Sierra during the Classic Period. During the 
decline of the Maya polities during the Terminal Classic, the site of La Sierra apparently started 
to decline as well. However, despite those change, evidence from El Coyote suggests a 
population increase and a period of development during the Terminal Classic and Postclassic 
Periods (CE 900-1200) (Wells 2002).  
During the Late Post-classic (1200-1520 CE), the site of Naco was the only settlement 
identified in the Naco Valley. The site occupied around 90 ha. And was centered on the north 
bank of the Naco River. When the Spanish arrived, this site was one of the most important 
centers in northern Honduras, serving as a Spanish Center of operation but never growing into an 
important Spanish enclave (Henderson 1977:366). The importance of this site is that it has been 
described by accounts from the conquest times as one of the most important sites in what has 
been called as the Mesoamerica southeastern frontier (Strong et al. 1938; Wonderly 1983:66). 
When the Spanish arrived, the site was described as one with 10,000 inhabitants and a very 
important city, participating in wide nets of commercial exchanges. These accounts have 
influence the interpretations of the type of population inhabiting the valley, both in the 
archaeological record and in the national history of Honduras. 
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Figure 4.2. Map of the Palmarejo Archaeological Zone (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005). 
 
Palmarejo, Palos Blancos and the Uluan Marble Vase 
As mentioned in chapter one, the sites of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are located in a 
branch of the Naco Valley, an area known as Palmarejo and named by the PCAP as the 
Palmarejo Archaeological Zone (PAZ). It is estimated that the sites in the area were occupied 
like other places in the Naco Valley, from the Early Classic (300-600 CE) to the Late Classic 
(600-900 CE). he archaeological sites in the Palmarejo Valley consisted of at least of 98 sites and 
were surveyed by the PCAP in 2004.  Based on this survey, the sites were classified in five 
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classes. Class 1 is represented by the site of Palmarejo, a site with 93 buildings that probably 
served as the civic and ceremonial center for the region. Sites in this category have two or three 
formal plazas and possibly ball courts. The site of Palmarejo is the only one of category one in 
the region. Sites with 25 buildings or more, with habitational, ceremonial, and administrative 
buildings are represented in Class 2. The sites of Pacayal, Palos Blancos, El Morro, and Suyapa 
fit the description under this category. Sites with more than five buildings, representing big 
residential groups with structures taller than 2 m are grouped under Class 3. Sites with small 
residential groups with structures of less than 2 m in height are represented in Class 4. Finally, 
Class 5 included all sites composed of small country houses or buildings aside from the 
habitational groups. The structures in this class were probably used for agricultural purposes 
(Wells et al. 2004:8, 12; 2006).  
Being Palmarejo, the largest and primary site in the zone, it seems likely that it served as 
the capital center for the other four prehispanic sites grouped into Class 2 (Wells et al. 2006). 
However, results and data analysis from the last few seasons of the Project, suggest that the 
residents of the area could have been organized in what has been called “quebrada 
communities”. This type of community consisted of several residential groups of varying sizes 
and degrees of complexity dispersed through or along one quebrada. The settlement of these 
communities reflects the exploitation of ecological elements, the good fertility of soils, and the 
availability of water (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). These results are suggesting that prehispanic 
Palmarejo may have been a center of primary hierarchy interacting outside the valley to obtain 
luxury goods. This can be inferred from the size of the site and its examples of monumental 
architecture. However, the data suggest that Palmarejo was interacting weakly with the other 
communities within the archaeological zone, maybe because each of the communities were self- 
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Figure 4.3. Map of Palmarejo (Wells et al. 2004). 
 
sufficient, only interacting among them for the management of key ecological resources, such as 
local quebradas and mineral sources (Davis-Salazar et al. 2007). 
The site of Palos Blancos, part of the PAZ and within the communities chosen for this 
research, is a Class 2 site located to the southeast of the site of Palmarejo. This site has 42 
structures, divided into two groups, and there is an ancient quebrada to the north. The two 
groups are located to the east and the west, the west group with 24 structures and the east group  
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Figure 4.4. Map of Palos Blancos (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005). 
 
with 18 structures (Wells et al. 2004:97). Both groups are separated by a distance of 95 meters, 
mostly occupied today by pastoral fields for cattle and a modern residential unit. 
During the 2005 season, the project conducted several test pit excavations in several areas 
of the site and a salvage operation on the northeast corner of structure 9, where there was a 
disturbance caused by the removal of stones for construction by the people of the area. In this 
operation, named 58E, two burials were found, named 58E-1 and 58E-2, respectively. Burial 
58E-1 was located on the lower terrace of structure 9. This structure, probably residential, was 
completed in two phases of construction, being burial 58E-1 part of the first phase. An adult of 
unknown sex was found in the burial, in a flexed position, with an east to west orientation with 
its face looking toward the south. The preservation of the bones was very poor, and the project 
was only able to retrieve the cranium, three or four teeth, and parts of the two lower extremities 
(Wells et al. 2005). A burial offering was found with the remains, consisting of a marble vase 
placed directly near the east side of the cranium. The marble vase was found in its original 
funerary context and in a residential compound, presenting a great opportunity to evaluate  
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Figure 4.5. Burial 58E-1 (Davis-Salazar et al 2005). 
 
models in relation to the production, distribution, and consumption of such items considered as 
socially valued goods. 
The marble vase found in the burial of Palos Blancos can be classified as an Ulúa marble 
vase. As explained before, the Ulúa Valley is located in northwestern Honduras, east of the 
Chamelecón and Ulúa rivers respectively. This area participated in a broad regional interaction 
with other groups in southeastern Mesoamerica, including the Naco Valley, as revealed by the 
presence of Ulúa polychrome vessels from the Lower Ulúa region (Joyce 1993), and now 
probably by the appearance of the marble vase in the valley of Palmarejo. Marble vases are 
elaborated and decorated, having several designs, which probably represent changes in the Uluan 
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iconographic tradition. The stylistic imagery of the vases is defined by a series of volutes that 
wrap around the exterior of the object framed by upper and, often, lower borders. Depending on 
their size, the profile and central figures may be part of an iconographic program (Luke and 
Tykot 2002:394). There are two forms, cylindrical vessels with ring bases and tripod drum vases. 
These types can be classified into five stylistic groups that span the period between CE 650 and 
CE 850. The marble vase found in Palos Blancos is about 8.1 cm in diameter and 6.7 cm in 
height. It has a cylindrical form with two handles in the shape of a bat head, and the shapes of the 
wings extending through the body of the vessel. This vase has the typical series of volutes 
representative of Ulúa vases, with an upper band possibly in the form of serpent scales with an 
eye-shaped decoration on one of the sides (Wells et al. 2005, 2014). Earlier vases have bird and 
 
 
 
Figure 4.6. The Marble Vase of Palos Blancos (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005). 
164 
 
monkey handles. They include the same scale borders and main iconographic programs with 
scrolls and profile images that are observed in the Palos Blancos vase. Later vases have feline, 
anthropomorphic, or composite handles and more complex iconographic programs, often with 
central images flanked by profile images and framed by voussure and interlocking key or mat 
borders (Luke and Tykot 2002).  
Luke and Tykot argue that these vessels are the best evidence for non-Maya artifacts and 
the most likely evidence of social elites in the region. They suggest that although the 
iconography of the vessels shares Mesoamerican symbolism, the overall form and style is unique 
to the Ulúa Valley (Luke and Tykot 2002:396). Until the discovery of the marble vase in Palos 
Blancos, Ulúa marble vessels were found mainly at large sites in the Ulúa Valley and in other 
areas of Mesoamerica. These vases have been found in association with caches, mounds, and 
plaza groups by themselves or in combination with elite goods such as jade and gold figurines 
(Luke and Tykot 2002:396). The finding in Palos Blanco is the first one in a residential area, a 
very important one, considering the fact that these vases have been found in distant places. Vases 
have been found in places such as the Maya Lowlands, at the sites of Altún Ha, San José, and 
Uaxactún; in the region of Somoto in Nicaragua; and in the region of Nicoya-Guanacaste in 
Costa Rica at the sites of Ortega, Vidor, and Nacascolo, and in the south of Mexico (Luke and 
Tykot 2002:397).  
The source of the marble is from Cretaceous limestone on the southwestern slope of the 
Ulúa valley that may have metamorphosed into marble about 40 million years ago. Marble is a 
crystalline rock composed of grains of calcite or dolomite, formed through the metamorphosis of 
limestone (Luke and Tykot 2002:397). Ulúa vessels were produced from pure marble, and the 
sources probably were located in the proximity of the sites of Travesía and Cerro Palenque, large 
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centers during the Classic and Late Classic periods, respectively. Marble sources were abundant 
in the region. Of the 160 Late Classic Ulúa marble vases currently stored in repositories and 
institutional collections, 47 percent have a site provenience, including vases from the Ulúa valley 
and the places mentioned earlier. Within that 47 percent, 19 percent are from the Travesía area, 
from sites such as Travesía, Santa Ana, and La Mora. Some vessels have been found in small 
hamlets, but these sites are probably part of the greater Travesía polity. 
Luke and Tykot argue that the Ulúa marble vase production occurred at a time of social 
reorganization and the emergence of an elite class in the valley. The Ulúa Valley reached its 
height during the Late Classic and a shift in settlement patterns to a more centralized system 
occurred with the development of several large sites. The appearance of marble vases in the 
places mentioned earlier probably indicated a system of multiple exchange networks and a more 
complex system of social and political relationships and even a typical local inter-elite network 
among neighboring regions, probably linked more closely to maintain social alliances rather than 
to accumulate economic wealth. The vessels, due to their elaborate forms, designs, and rarity, 
were probably considered high-status goods (Luke and Tykot 2002:402). 
 Joyce (1993) argues that the iconography on these vessels, along with the ones used in 
polychrome ceramics, represents a local identity separate from the Maya, suggesting the 
appearance of power and the emergence of an elite group (Joyce 1993:94-95; Luke and Tykot 
2002:403). The marble vessels may illustrate a patron-client relationship in the Ulúa Valley. 
Elites used larger vessels and the smaller ones were used as gifts to clients in neighboring 
communities, probably an indication of valley-wide alliances. The locations of other marble 
vases outside the valley could attest to a system of social alliances or social currency between 
elites (Luke and Tykot 2002:403).  
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The Mesoamerican Frontier 
The concept of the Mesoamerican frontier has been one of the leading causes for the 
exploration of the Naco Valley. It is important to notice that previous studies about the Naco 
Valley sought to place the valley in the wider context of the cultural history of the Eastern Maya 
frontier region. This was based on archaeological evidence that has been interpreted as indicative 
of congruent historical, linguistic, and ethnographic indications that the Naco Valley was part of 
a zone of cultural transition between the Maya area and upper Central America (Henderson et al. 
1979:189). This “southeastern frontier” for the Maya was established by examining historical 
and linguistic data recorded by the Spaniards when they first came in contact with the natives, 
these correlated with the material culture revealed by archaeological studies during the first 
surveys and excavations in the valley (Strong et al. 1938; Lothrop 1939). 
During the 1940s, the Naco Valley was classified as “predominately Mexican” by Doris 
Stone, with traits of what she called the Sula-Jicaque culture. (Stone 1942:379). The term 
Jicaque was used to describe all non-Christians Indians during the conquest and colonization 
times, and the “Sula” distinction was to differ this culture from the general Jicaque located in the 
Sula Valley, where according to Stone a mixed of separate cultures left certain traits, namely 
Maya, Paya, Mexican, and Lenca (Stone 1942:378). All these interpretations are still debated as 
similar arguments have been expressed in the 1970s and the 1980s. 
Material remains have been interpreted in favor of a view of the Naco Valley as part of a 
zone of cultural transition between Maya groups to the west and non-Maya groups to the east, 
making an important intersection point of exchange networks between the Maya and non-Maya 
centers (Henderson 1977:363). Henderson suggests that the Valley of Naco at the time of 
conquest was near the eastern edge of a continuous zone within the Cholan Maya speakers, and 
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probably the language spoke at that time was the Chol, a dominant language along the northwest 
coast of Honduras. Further interpretations by Henderson and colleagues based on the results of 
the Naco Valley Archaeological Project suggest that the Late Post-classic relations of the Naco 
Valley focused on the Maya Highlands as seen through ceramic similarities with Yucatán. They 
suggest that the elites in those times probably were socially distinct from the population as a 
whole, probably a Mexican-influenced elite like the Quiché or the Pipil bringing Central 
Mexican connections to the valley. By the end of the 1970s, the dominant hypotheses suggested 
that the population of Late Classic La Sierra and Late Postclassic Naco were basically Maya 
communities with strong ties to non-Maya Central America (Henderson et al. 1979: 190). 
Is this through these archaeological interpretations presented above that the cultural 
identity of the ancient inhabitants of the Naco Valley; and by association, the cultural identity of 
the ancient inhabitants of Palmarejo, has been presented and interpreted according to the 
dominant heritage discourse of mayanization. During the modern history of the country, cultural 
identity and national heritage have been interpreted to promote the creation of a Honduran 
national identity based on a Maya past, ignoring the influences of other prehispanic cultures. I 
discuss the mayanization discourse deeper in the third section of this chapter.  
Legal Sources of Cultural Patrimony Management in Honduras 
In Honduras, cultural heritage practices are protected by the Constitution of the Republic. 
In the article 172, Chapter VIII of the III title of the Constitution of 1982, it is stated that all 
anthropological, archaeological, historical, and artistic resources compose the national patrimony 
of the nation. That same article authorizes the Congress of the Republic to establish all the norms 
that would be necessary for the conservation, maintenance, and restitution of cultural patrimony. 
The article establishes that is the duty of all citizens to watch for the conservation of cultural 
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resources and prevent their extraction. It declares that all the monuments, natural landmarks, and 
reserve zones that are classified as cultural patrimony are under the protection of the State. In 
addition, Article 173 of the same chapter, establishes the obligation of the State to preserve and 
encourage the native cultures of Honduras and all other expressions of national folklore. 
Obeying this constitutional mandate, the Honduran legislature established the Law for the 
Protection of the Cultural Patrimony of the Nation of 1984.15 However, in 1997, a new law was 
established amending the law of 1984.16 This law has the purpose of protecting what is classified 
as the cultural property of the nation (Chapter II, Art. 2). This law is very detailed in all the 
material culture, tangible and intangible, that constitute the cultural patrimony of the State 
(Chapter I, Art. 1). According to the legislation, it is considered cultural patrimony the following: 
(1) monuments and architectonic works of highly historical and anthropological value; (2) 
mobile property like paintings, sculptures, jewels, coins etc.; (3) compounds including 
landscapes, building, especial zones; (4) archaeological sites; (5) archaeological zones; (6) 
archaeological collections; (7) document collections; (8) bibliographic collections; (9) the 
cultural expressions and folklore of indigenous people, including their language, traditions, 
knowledge and techniques; and (10) all the vernacular cultural manifestations of historic and 
anthropological interests, religious organizations and celebrations, music and dances, artistic and 
culinary prototypes, and oral traditions (Chapter II, Art. 2). 
This law clearly defines the different types of cultural property (Chapter II, Art. 3). The 
law established four classes of cultural property. The first class is the cultural property for public 
use, which included all the prehispanic patrimony, the underwater patrimony, and all the 
                                                 
15 Ley para la protección del patrimonio cultural de la nación, decreto 81-8 
16 Decreto No. 220-97, enmendado la ley del patrimonio cultural.  
169 
 
documentary and bibliographic sources for public use. The second class is the cultural property 
of ecclesiastic institutions. The third class is the cultural property that is in the hands of private 
citizens or institutions, only if they were obtained legally. Finally, the fourth class included all 
property or goods, products of popular culture, property of the communities that produced them. 
In addition, the law controls the transmission of these goods and properties; however it states that 
the cultural property for public use is inalienable and establishes prohibitions in their exportation 
and disposition (Chapter II, Art. 4-7).  
After the Constitution, this law is the most important source for the protection of cultural 
resources. The Cultural Patrimony Law of Honduras is administered by the IHAH, imposing on 
this institution the obligation of maintaining a national inventory of all properties classified as 
cultural patrimony (Chapter III, Art. 9; Chapter IV, Art. 11-13), that are in the hands of public 
and private institutions. All property that is not properly registered will be considered as an 
illegal possession (Chapter IV, Art. 13). An important part in this legislation is Chapter V, which 
regulates relationships between the cultural patrimony and private citizens and nongovernmental 
institutions. The law states that when the national interest allows it, the State can recuperate any 
cultural property that is in possession of private persons, and can impose prohibitions on the 
selling, transformation, or trade of those cultural properties (Chapter V, Art. 17). This law also 
regulates the archaeological work performed in the country, which required supervision from the 
Institute (Chapter V, Art. 18), it imposed the obligation to report accidental archaeological 
discoveries (Chapter V, Art.19), and establishes the right of the IHAH and/or authorized 
investigators to perform different tasks of investigation on properties in where cultural sites are 
located (Chapter V, Art. 20). The law also imposed the responsibility to seek approval from the 
IHAH in case of alterations to a cultural property that are in the hands of private citizens or 
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institutions, or any construction that is privately owned, if it is surrounding a cultural patrimony 
asset (Chapter V, Art. 15-16). 
The law establishes the faculties of the IHAH in its Chapter VI (Art. 22- 26), including 
the faculty to promote the creation of private entities of scientific or cultural interest for the goals 
of protecting, watching, and expanding knowledge of the cultural patrimony of the nation 
(Chapter VI, Art. 25). In addition, Chapter VI allows the faculty to any person to propose to the 
Secretary of Culture, Arts, and Sport, a declaration of National Monuments, historical centers, 
archaeological sites/zones, and areas of traditional activity, when there could be a possibility of 
danger for these places (Chapter VI, Art. 27). The rest of the chapters of this law establish the 
responsibility of the IHAH and the Secretary of Culture, Arts, and Sports to execute this law 
(Chapter VII); the measures for the promotion and foment of projects related to the cultural 
patrimony of the nation (Chapter VIII), the legal sanctions to natural or juridical persons that 
incur in violations of this law (Chapter VI), and the general dispositions for its administration 
and execution (Chapter X).  
Besides the Constitution and the Law for the Cultural Patrimony of the Nation of 1997, 
there are other pieces of legislation that specify the obligation of the State to protect cultural 
patrimony. The General Law for the Environment and its general by-laws.17 Here, the law 
expressly states in its Article 70 that the state has the obligation to protect the archaeological 
patrimony. This particular legislation provides for the protection of areas destined for tourism. 
Finally, the Law for Territorial Ordainment18 expands these obligations toward the historical and 
cultural patrimony into the jurisdiction of municipalities. 
                                                 
17 Ley General del Ambiente y Reglamento General, Decreto No. 104-93; 77-78 
18 Ley para el ordenamiento territorial Decreto No. 180-2003. 
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Institutional Foundations of Cultural Patrimony Management in Honduras 
As mentioned above, the IHAH has the obligation of managing the cultural patrimony of 
the nation, including the archaeological patrimony. The IHAH was created by the Decree No. 
245 of July 22, 1952 under the government of President Dr. Juan Manuel Gálvez. The first 
director was the archaeologist Jesús Nuñez Chinchilla from 1952 to 1972 (IHAH 2015)19. 
Immediately, the new institution became responsible for coordinating the protection, the study, 
and the conservation of the cultural patrimony in Honduras (Ávalos 2001:111). The original 
name given to the institution was Instituto Nacional de Antropología e Historia (INAH). Since 
its beginnings, the institution was subordinated to other institutions of the Honduran government. 
In 1956, the Congress of the Republic established the first organic law for the IHAH, which put 
the institution under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Public Education. In 1964, the IHAH was 
assigned under the jurisdiction of the General Directory of Cultural Services and Artistic 
Education, under the same secretary. This demotion of the IHAH was to manage the low budget 
assigned to it by the government, lowering the position of this institution in front of other 
governmental dependencies (Ávalos 2001:112).  
In 1968, the Honduran government approved a new organic law for the IHAH, by the 
decree number 118 of October 16, 1968. This new decree gave the IHAH its present name and 
by this law, the institute became an autonomous institution with legal personality and personal 
patrimony (Ávalos 2001:113; IHAH 2015). The new organic law created a decentralized 
organism with independent administration and formed by a Directive Council (Article 8; 
                                                 
19 Instituto Hondureño de Antropología e Historia IHAH 2015: Website: Instituto Hondureño de Antropología e 
Historia. Electronic document: http://www.ihah.hn/, accessed June 2015  
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however, the composition of this Directive Council have been amended by several decrees20), a 
Manager (Art. 14-16), with an audit department and a treasury (IHAH 2015). The IHAH has the 
faculty to create the necessary dependencies to comply with the purpose of its mission. The 
content of the Organic Law reflects most of the faculties that are included in the Cultural 
Patrimony Law, and also include the processes, regulations, and fines for violations of the law 
executed by the IHAH. The principal mission of the IHAH as the institution described it is “the 
protection, investigation, conservation, and promotion of the Cultural Patrimony of the Nation”, 
with the vision “to induce the knowledge and value of the different elements that integrate the 
Cultural Patrimony of the Nation, in order to achieve an approach and reinforcement of the 
national identity of the Honduran people” (IHAH 2015).  
Besides the administrative section, the IHAH is divided into five departments with 
different functions. The Department of Anthropological Research (DIA) is in charge of the 
Headquarters and the Archaeology section of the IHAH. The DIA is in charge of planning and 
coordinating all scientific research of anthropological and archaeological nature related to the 
cultural resources of Honduras. It also ensures the protection of the physical and intangible 
cultural patrimony and guarantees its preservation and sustainability with the purpose of 
divulging cultural anthropological patrimony “in order to promote its protection, knowledge, and 
appreciation” (IHAH 2015). The Department of Historical Research (DIH) is in charge of 
historical research of scientific nature. This department prepares and merchandizes the 
publications from the institution, organizes and microfilms the document collections of the Main 
Archive, produces and publishes historical-tourist guides, and prepares historical scripts for the 
creation of the museum exhibitions presented by the IHAH (IHAH 2015). 
                                                 
20 Decree No. 54, July 5, 1973 and others.  
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The Museums Department is in charge of diffusing the results of social research 
developed in Honduras and in preparing the presentation of temporary or permanent national 
exhibitions done on behalf of the IHAH. This department works with cultural institutions such as 
local houses of culture, universities, and educational centers to provide technical assistance for 
their collections. In addition, this department administers, manages, and provides maintenance to 
the different museums of the country and exhibitions throughout the archaeological parks of 
Honduras (IHAH 2015). Another component of the IHAH is the Restoration Department, which 
protects and restores the cultural patrimony under the IHAH’s jurisdiction. This department, 
 
 
 
Figure 4.7. Organizational Structure of the IHAH (Gobierno de Honduras 2005). 
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which works in the maintenance of the non-renewable resources, offers technical consultancy on 
management of historical centers and coordinates restoration and rehabilitation projects and 
efforts.  
Finally, the Protection Department, which is in charge of executing the mandate of law 
for the protection of the patrimony and national inventories. The department manages the 
inventory registration of real state goods; provides and evaluate all objects requested for 
exhibition as loans by the museum; attends reports and summons regarding the IHAH or the 
Prosecutor of Ethnicities and Cultural Patrimony; coordinates activities for the divulgation and 
awareness about the importance of preserving the cultural patrimony and observing the law; and 
is the recipient of the movable objects under the jurisdiction of this law (IHAH 2015).  
In addition, to these departments, the IHAH possesses regional offices in charge of 
fulfilling the objectives and mission of the institute at the regional level. These regional offices 
are in charge of supervising archaeological excavations and assisting in the execution of the law 
at the local level. The regional offices are in charge of the administration of other sub-regional 
offices and the different parks under the IHAH. Summarizing, the IHAH is the entity of the 
government in charge of executing the Law for the Preservation of the Cultural Patrimony of the 
Nation. The Institute not only has the mission of preserving the goods and properties under the 
jurisdiction of this law, but also is an institution with the mission of educating the citizens of 
Honduras in the preservation of their cultural patrimony. The IHAH complying with this law 
developed a specialized organizational framework to attend each of its duties as described 
earlier. However, it is important to consider the impact of the Military Coup of 2009 discussed in 
chapter one. One of the consequences of the coup was the removal of the administration of the 
IHAH under the President Zelaya. This administration was developing plans to reinforce the 
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infrastructure of the institution and important programs to address the multicultural heritage of 
Honduras beyond the current discourse of mayanization. The administration of the institution 
that was imposed by the coup is the same administration that still managing the IHAH today. 
This administration canceled all the programs that were directed to revive the multiethnic past 
and present of Honduras. The Coup of June 29, 2009 and the changes in the administration 
reinforced the official heritage discourse in its form of mayanization and mestizaje, which are 
disccussed in the next section.  
Heritage in Honduras: Mayanization and Mestizaje 
Honduran historian Marvin Barahona has defined the concept of national identity as a 
shared consciousness by the members of a society in relation to their integration and sense of 
belonging to a particular social community. This consciousness is marked by a unique time and 
space, and it is developed through unique social and historical circumstances. He argues that 
national identity is a concept that is flexible, despite being specific, constantly transformed based 
on historical circumstances, through episodes of creation, destruction, strength, and weakness. 
He suggests that history and the past are the ones able to explain the national identity of a 
country (Barahona 2002:13-14).  
Barahona argues that national identity (identity for now on) and history have parallel 
developments; however, identity is formed from the elements that history brings through time 
such as culture, religion, geographic space. However, identity developed after an evolutionary 
sequence through history (Barahona 2002:41). Is through this process that the concept of 
mestizaje became a discourse on Honduran national identity. This concept is one of the two 
ideologies about national identity discourses in Central American. The other ideology is 
indigenismo. These two ideologies recognized that modern populations of Central America have 
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roots in the prehispanic past; however, they are completely different regarding the role of the 
indigenous populations. Indigenismo supports the continuous existence of the distinct indigenous 
cultures and their integration into one nation in the future. On the other side, mestizaje argues 
that populations were thoroughly mixed, and indigenous peoples are no longer distinct within the 
unified nation (Joyce 2003a:81; Smith 1996; deLugan 2000).  
Mestizaje and national identity in Honduras are better understood through historical 
processes as Barahona suggests. At the moment of the Spanish conquest, Honduras was 
inhabited by different indigenous populations from different ethnicities and with different 
degrees of culture and political organization (McLeod 1980:23; Barahona 2002:74; see 
Chamberlain 1953). At that time, Honduras was inhabited by the Lenca, the Maya, the Chorotega 
in the western part and the Mosquitios and Paya in the eastern part (Newson 1986:50-51; 
Barahona 2002:77). The Spanish founded several towns in the coast. In 1530, the Spanish started 
the conquest and colonization of the valley of Naco (Chamberlain 1953:28-29). The Spanish 
conquest continued into the region of Comayagua and the old Gracias a Dios (Barahona 2002:88; 
Martínez Castillo 2000), is in this area that the figure of Lempira appeared in Honduras history 
(Barahona 2002:88). Between the years, 1536 and 1540, cities such as San Pedro, Santa María de 
Comayagua, and San Jorge de Olancho were founded. In 1542, the Spanish established the 
Audiencia de los Confines, an administrative body with jurisdiction and executive power over the 
provinces in Central America. This body was moved to Guatemala in later times (Barahona 
2002:92; Pinto Soria 1993:22).  
The Spanish Kingdom established a system called encomiendas, which ordered the 
repartition of Indians between the Spanish colonists. This system imposed the obligation of 
indoctrinate the Indians into the Catholic religion and respect their persons and properties. 
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However, the Indians were submitted to a regime of exploitation that caused the reduction of the 
indigenous populations due to forced work and exposition to diseases for which they did not had 
natural defenses (Barahona 2002:83.92; Pinto Soria 1993:44-46). Due the sudden reduction of 
Indians to work, the Spanish established in Trujillo asked the Spanish Crown a permit to bring 
African slaves to substitute Indian labor. By 1545, there was already a population between 1500 
and 1549 Africans in Honduras (Barahona 2002:111). The discoveries in South America, 
especially due the conquest of Peru, caused a sudden movement of Spanish colonists out of 
Honduras (Barahona 2002:106). The province was depopulated, with few Spanish and Indians 
dispersed throughout the country. In response to the sudden situation, the Colonial government 
introduced the institution of reducciones or pueblo de indios in 1542. These were compact units 
of Indians grouped together to facilitate the evangelization and control efforts and to control 
(Barahona 2002:125). The Indians grouped in the reduction received land portions in the 
surroundings of the town. The lands were given by the Spanish Crown in perpetuity and a 
communal character (Barahona 2002:127). The Indians received ejidos and the Indians chiefs 
were authorized to possess private property. However, many Indians rebelled and moved to the 
mountains (Barahona 2002:129).  
Although Henderson et al. (1979) support a Postclassic Naco Valley composed of Maya 
communities and their relations with non-Maya communities, recent researches suggest that the 
Naco Valley was related not only to the Maya world but also with other networks within the 
Honduran territory (e.g. Joyce 1993; Wells 2002; Davis-Salazar et al. 2006). These 
investigations reveal the complexity of establishing cultural identity in the Naco Valley due its 
importance in prehispanic Central America. Henderson et al (1979) recognized the difficult task 
of establishing a cultural identity, describing the valley of Naco and the Maya southeastern 
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frontier as a transition from the Maya to the non-Maya areas that involved “a complex 
intermingling of people at many levels, from individuals households to entire communities” 
(Henderson et al 1979:191).They argue that this shift of areas should have been gradual and not 
uniform, suggesting that the frontier “would have comprised many complex mosaics involving a 
variety of groups of contrasting cultural affiliation, and probably groups of indeterminate or 
hybrid cultural identity as well” (Henderson et al 1979:191). Fox reached similar conclusions 
suggesting that the cultural traditions of the frontier land “is one that stood apart from traditions 
of both much of Mesoamerica and Lower Central America and included hybrid cultural forms” 
(Fox 1981:321). 
Despite these hypotheses, national identity definitions during the last decades of the 20th 
century were based on the revival of a Maya past (Euraque 1998) that promoted archeological 
and acculturation programs based on the Maya civilization as the direct ancestors of the 
Hondurans. In this process, many of the indigenous groups lost their cultural identity under a 
homogenous classification of “mestizo” and many others were relegated to oblivion in the 
jungles of Honduras. This process of national identity formation is not fixed, but dynamic, 
marked by a unique time and space; developing through particular social and historical 
circumstances. National identity is transformed based on historical circumstances moving across 
episodes of creation, destruction, strength, and weakness and can be explained by viewing the 
history and the past of a particular country (Barahona 2002:13-14). However, archaeology and 
archaeologists have played an important role in these processes, not only affecting national 
identity, but also local power, global economics, and political relations in the region (Euraque 
1998; Joyce 2003a). 
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Joyce  argues that archaeology and archaeological materials are part of the dynamics in 
the construction of national identity in Honduras based on comparisons between how Honduras 
and other countries in Central America defined the archaeological record and nationalism. She 
argues that the root of Central American nationalist movements can be traced to the first half of 
the 19th century, when the colonies gained their independence from Spain. After the collapse of 
the short-lived Central American Federation, each of the new independent states materialized 
their ideology into visible symbols such as flags, anthems, currency and material traces from the 
past (Joyce 2003a:79). However, after the independence, each of the countries started dealing 
with the incorporation of the indigenous populations into the new nations. In some nations like 
Guatemala, the indigenous identity was impossible to ignore because their language and cultural 
practices make it evident, but in other countries such as Honduras, the absence of this 
characteristics “made easier to claim that indigenous people had been entirely eliminated or 
assimilated into the mixed population” (Joyce 2003a:80; Euraque 1998).  
In the case of Honduras, a process of vilification of the indigenous cultures was adopted 
historically based on the concept of “mayanization” (Euraque 1998). Based on the Honduran 
historiography from the 19th century, Euraque argue that the process of mayanization started with 
the claim by the Honduran state that an official national identity was needed, however, based on 
the destruction of the material remains of certain cultures and the rescue of the monumental 
remains pertaining to the Classic Maya like the Copán ruins. Euraque (1998) argue that this 
movement marginalized completely other indigenous culture like the Lenca and the Pech 
(Euraque 1998:87). The idea of a Classic Maya ancestry for the Honduran population was 
proposed by Federico Lunardi, a religious figure in Honduras. He argues that the totality of the 
population of the republic was Maya. Although this perspective was rejected by archaeologists 
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like Doris Stone and Sylvanus Morley; it was adopted by the Honduran state to introduce the 
Maya heritage as the “official indigenous heritage” (Euraque 1998:89). Euraque argues that the 
mayanization discourse was supported by Hondurans historic commentators. He argues that 
historical reconstructions of the past were characterized by the contempt of the levels and the 
meanings of racial heterogeneity in Honduras, by limiting this heterogeneity to the mix of three 
races as the foundations of Honduran national identity (Euraque 1998:90). This discourse was 
materialized in the 1930 census where the Honduran population was officially declared mestiza, 
a mix of the Maya, the Toltec, with an eventual mix of blood from Africa, Europe, and Asia 
(Euraque 1998:91).  
The mayanization discourse was boosted in the 1980s by the designation of Copán as a 
UNESCO’s World Heritage site in 1980. The reconstruction of Copán was part of the process of 
national identity that started in the 1930s, where the revival of the Maya past was put in high 
priority through the reconstruction of the ruins of Copan based on an agreement between the 
government of Honduras and the Carnegie Institution (Fash 1996). Another important factor in 
the culmination of the mayanization of Honduras was the creation of “La Ruta Maya”, proposed 
by the National Geographic. The proposition was “to define a tourist circuit through all the 
countries that could claim a presence of the Classic Maya civilization that flourished between CE 
250 and 1000” (Joyce 2003a:82). Joyce argue that these designations created a global cultural 
capital dependence, especially welcomed in the weak economies of countries such as Honduras 
and Guatemala in the 1980s, supporting the mayanization and the “mayaness” as a potential 
resource for nation building (Joyce 2003a:85). 
The process of mayanization was very important in the formation of Honduran state 
identity, primarily built around the site of Copán. According to Joyce, Honduras as the homeland 
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of Francisco Morazán, played a critical figure in the Central American independence and 
federation. She argues that the role played by Honduras intended to replicate the position of 
Copán in the Maya world, this reinforced by the national discourse of mayanization discussed 
above as described by Euraque (Joyce 2003a:86; Euraque 1998:87). These discourses were 
reflected in the archaeological investigations in Honduras, especially in a country that lack the 
mayaness that is pervasive in neighboring Guatemala. One of the results in Honduras was the 
erasure of the presence of other living indigenous people like the Lenca (Joyce 2003a:87; 
Euraque 1998). The reason for this “cultural erasure” were the development of archeological 
investigations looking for Maya sites and displacing any site without Maya characteristics as 
marginal “Mayoid” cultural sites (Joyce 2003a:87). If these sites were considered, research was 
limited to what it was considered as the Maya frontier, as discussed in the past section.  
These patterns are reflected in the national symbols. An example of that tendency is the 
national currency, the lempira. Lempira was a 16th century Lenca warrior who died resisting 
Spanish invaders and is represented in the one-lempira bill. The warrior represented the courage 
of the Honduran race in defending the national autonomy (Euraque 1996a:147). Lempira was 
represented on printed money starting in 1932; however, beginning in 1951, images from Classic 
Maya Copán were added to the bill. Joyce argues that despite the fact that Lempira probably 
represented the narrative of assimilation of the indigenous Lenca into a Honduran mestizaje; the 
image in the currency illustrate the ambivalence of the Honduran state and their claims of 
identity based on a prehispanic culture such as the Maya, focus of international research (Joyce 
2003a:88). This ambivalence is reflected in the appreciation of archaeological remains through 
the Honduran state. Local people in different areas identified archaeological remains with the 
Maya and the site of Copan (Joyce 2003a:89). I was witness to how this discourse is so pervasive 
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in the popular culture, as I heard several times to workers and students from Palmarejo and 
Nueva Suyapa schools referring to the sites as built by “los mayas”. According to Joyce, 
archaeology and archaeologists contributed to the formation of discourses such as mayanization. 
She argues that archaeologists provided the vocabulary and the standards of values that have 
identified the sites. She argues that archaeologists have also contributed to the focus on aspects 
of Maya society that exemplified centralized governance and hierarchy at the same time that 
Central American republics were developing (Joyce 2003:96). Some of these aspects, values, and 
terms were adopted by national governments in the formation of discourses to support national 
identity projects. These discourse affect worldviews, beliefs, perceptions, and ideas about 
archaeology and therefore about archaeological conservation. 
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Summary 
In this chapter, I present an overview of the Honduran archaeological context of this 
study. The chapter opens describing the position of Northwestern Honduras in the context of 
Mesoamerica. This discussion is followed by a summary of the archaeology of the Naco Valley 
and the Palmarejo Valley. The section discussed specially the Uluan marble vase discovery and 
the significances of those vases in Mesoamerican Archaeology. In the second section, I discuss 
the legal foundations of the management of the cultural patrimony in Honduras. The Law for the 
Protection of the Patrimony of the Nation is discussed along with the role of the IHAH as the 
institution in charge of the protection of the cultural patrimony of Honduras. Finally, the chapter 
concludes with a discussion of the process of mayanization in the country and its impact over the 
conservation of archaeological remains belonging to other prehispanic group in Honduras. 
Mayanization is described as a discourse that supports the national identity of Honduras and the 
powerful tourism industry. Having such a power, mayanization is a discourse that will remain 
part of the collective memory and national identity of the country for many years to come.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
 
Research Findings: Community and Site Interactions 
 
In this chapter, I present the data obtained during my fieldwork in the villages of 
Palmarejo and Palos Blancos from September 2010 to April 2011. First, before presenting the 
findings related to this study, I revisit the sample of participants that contributed to the data of 
this study. The demographic data presented here include gender, age, time of residence in the 
community, education, place of origin, income, and number of people living per household. 
Second, a short description about the present-day villages, their origins, and their people is 
presented to introduce the daily life of the villages. After this, I present the findings related to the 
interaction of the residents with the archaeological sites and how the sites are viewed by them. 
Findings related to heritage perceptions of the archaeological sites and the impact of the 
archaeological practice are presented in chapter six along with the discussion of the research.  
The People of Palmarejo 
The village of Palmarejo is a small village of around 48 households. The population is 
estimated around 180 to 200 people, although these numbers could vary due the practice of the 
residents of going outside the village to seek work in other departments of the country or abroad. 
The households consist mostly of nuclear families, although there are some extended households 
consisting of various families living together and several cases of families with a single parent. 
The houses are grouped together in different areas at the center of the village and people that are 
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related by consanguinity or affinity tend to live next to each other or at least nearby. At the time 
of the interview phase of this study, I interviewed at least one person from 34 of the 48 
households that were available in the village for a total of 37 participants (n=37). In some 
households more than one person was interviewed due the presence of extended families staying 
in the residence. The 34 households provide a pool of 155 residents (N=155) including adults 
and children. The 37 participants are divided in 24 women and 13 men. The age of the 
participants at the time of the interviews in 2011 were between 18 to 80 years old (?̅? = 44). The 
time of residence of the participants in the community were between less than four months to 57 
years (?̅? = 23.40). Most of the participants have some elementary school education ranging from 
less than one year of school to sixth grade completion (Figure 5.1). The participants were born in 
the departments of Copán, Cortés, Intibucá, Lempira, and Santa Barbara (Figure 5.2), and of the  
 
 
 
 
           Figure 5.1. Education of the Participants of the Village of Palmarejo. 
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                    Figure 5.2. Departments of Origin of the Participants from the Village of Palmarejo. 
 
37 participants only seven were born and raised in the village. Only 22 of the 37 participants 
reported an income. The incomes reported range between 1800 to 8000 lempiras (?̅? = 3108.18). 
Finally the number of people per household range from two to eight persons (?̅? = 4.76). 
The People of Palos Blancos 
The village of Palos Blancos is a small village of around 14 households, much smaller 
than Palmarejo in size. The population is estimated around 80 to 90 persons, although these 
numbers could vary due the practice of residents of going outside the village to seek work in 
other departments of the country or abroad. The households consist mostly of nuclear families, 
although there are some extended households consisting of various families living together. The 
houses are located at each side of the road leading to the village. This road ends in a cul-de-sac 
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that serves as the center of the community. There are also houses around the cul-de-sac and a dirt 
road that leads to the farming areas and the village’s water reserve. The population of the village 
is composed of one big family, descendants from the original owner of the old hacienda Palos 
Blancos, and people that came from others areas, especially from Lempira. Blood relatives tend 
to live together, or next to one another. The newcomers to the village live across the main road 
and tend to reside at the extremes of the village, at the entrance and in the cul-de-sac. At the time 
of the interview phase of this study, I interviewed at least one person from 13 of the 14 
households that were available in the village for a total of 16 participants (n=16). In some 
households more than one person was interviewed due the presence of extended families staying 
in the residence. The 13 households provided a pool of 87 residents (N=87) including adults and 
 
 
 
                             Figure 5.3. Education of Participants from the Village of Palos Blancos. 
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Figure 5.4. Departments of Origin of the Participants from the Village of Palos Blancos. 
children. The 16 participants are divided in 8 women and 8 men. The age of the participants at 
the time of the interviews in 2011 were between 29 to 71 years old (?̅? = 47.7).  The time of 
residence of the participants in the community range between less than six months to 62 years (?̅? 
= 28.8). Most of the participants have some elementary school education ranging from less than 
a year of school to sixth grade (Figure 5.3). The participants were born in the departments of 
Copán, Cortés, Lempira, and Santa Bárbara (Figure 5.4), and of the 16 participants only five 
were born and raised in the village. Only six of the 16 participants reported an income. The 
incomes reported range between 1500 to 2500 lempiras (?̅? = 2133.33). In addition, the number of 
people per household range from three to 15 persons (?̅? = 8.7). 
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The Communities: Palmarejo and Palos Blancos 
The villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are located in the area of Palmarejo, part of 
the Naco Valley, a small plane of around 96 km² near the city of San Pedro Sula in Northwestern 
Honduras between the departments of Cortés and Santa Bárbara. Palmarejo is part of the 
department of Santa Bárbara, within the municipality of Petóa. Palos Blancos is in the 
department of Cortés, and is part of the municipality of Villanueva. Both villages are located far 
from the center of their respectives municipalities and due the lack of reliable transportation, the 
residents supply most of their needs from the town of Cofradía. Cofradía is a town of 
considerable size with a total population around 15,000 inhabitants based on the last census 
made by the Honduran government in 2001. The town nowadays seems to have a larger 
population and is the economic and social center of the area. The city is located around 16 miles 
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to the southwest of the city of San Pedro Sula, the second largest city of the republic of 
Honduras.  
Palmarejo and Palos Blancos are located at a distance of around seven miles southeast of 
the town of Cofradía. The distance between the two villages is around two miles, causing their 
residents to interact ocasionally. The area in which the villages are located is mostly an area of 
farming and animal rearing. Agriculture is practiced in a variety of forms, from slash-and-burn 
farming for house consumption to minor crop farms. Cattle rearing and poultry farms are also 
prominent in the area. The area is surrounded by hills, mountains and contains many forest areas 
among the agricultural farms and the present-day communities. A variety of animals live in these 
forests such as armadillos, deers, oppossums, and howler monkeys among others. The nearest 
river is the Chamelecón River, located to the west of the villages at a distance of three miles to 
the west.  
There are other villages and small towns around the area. To the north of Palmarejo and 
Palos Blancos are two small villlages, Calanar and Santa Elena. To the south side are the villages 
of El Morro and Nueva Suyapa. In the west lies the community of Mango and to the southwest 
the small town of San Antonio de Majada.. The villages are surrounded by mountains to the east 
and severeal haciendas, part of the farming and cattle industry. 
Palmarejo 
The village of Palmarejo is the larger present-day settlement in the Palmarejo 
Archaeological Zone (PAZ). The center of the village is crossed by the main road of the area and 
houses are built in both sides of the road and over the immediate hills of the village. Most of the 
people live in the small hills surrounding the village. The village has an elementary school that 
teaches up to the sixth grade and several pulperias of several sizes that provide certain products 
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to the village, mostly can goods and drinks. There are two haciendas, one is a dairy farm 
producing milk and dairy derivatives, and the other is a cattle ranch located after passing the 
center of the village toward Palos Blancos. The biggest plot of land within the center of the 
village is a farm owned by one of the residents. This farm is for small scale agriculture and cattle 
rearing. The farm produces beans, corn, yucca and some milk, both for small sales and local 
consumption. The farm has a Catholic church within its limits and it holds most of the 
archaeological site of Palmarejo. The site of Palmarejo is contained in that farm and does not 
spread into the core of the village.  
Although the village was inhabited since the 1940s by some families, it is not until the 
late 1960s that the present-day population began to arrive, mostly from other areas of the 
department of Santa Bárbara. José Eduardo, a 57-year-old man resident of Palmarejo since he 
was born, told me about the population of the village before the 1960s: “This was on the year… 
when I was born (1954), this was a community already, it was big. After that, the lands were sold 
and the residents left, leaving only the land owners and the landlords behind. The community 
was deserted. After that again…it become populated again, when people from the area arrived 
again.” José Eduardo told me that all of the people that were living before the abandonment of 
the area were from the department of Lempira.  
The area where the village is today, was called El Zapote, part of a large cattle hacienda 
with many unused areas occupied by squatters. The original Palmarejo was a sector further south 
to the village located in the road that leads to San Antonio de Majada and a sector called La 
Quince. The present-day village came together between the 1970s and early 1980s, as 
consequence of the application of decree number 170 of December 30,1974 to the Agrarian 
Reform Law that have been in development since 1962. This law was administered by the 
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Instituto Nacional Agrario21 (INA) created in 1961. Before the 1960s, the Honduran government 
had little interest on the campesinos (farmers). The government focused mainly on its 
international exports of bananas and silver. In 1962, the government of President Ramón Villeda 
Morales passed the decree number 2 of September 29, 1962 creating the agrarian reform. 
 The goal of the agrarian reform was to expropriate with full compensation all the lands 
that were idle and nonproductive to be used for agriculture by the campesinos (Kincaid 
1985:138). Although this reform officially began in 1962, the official law was not properly 
enacted until 1972 due to several crises, including a military coup in 1963, when Colonel 
Oswaldo López Arellano assumed the presidency of the country (Euraque 1996). In 1971, 
civilian rule was restored in Honduras with the election of Ramón Cruz as president of the 
Republic. However, after a while and with promises to enact the agrarian reform, López Arellano 
was able to regain the presidency in a bloodless coup in 1972 (Euraque 1996:153). López 
Arellano enacted successfully the Agrarian Reform Law in 1972. During the period between 
1972 and 1976, many landless families received plots of sustainable land, with 48,500 families 
benefited by this reform. (Arriaga 1986; Ponce 1986). Many of these families received their land 
in the form of group settlements or campesinados where families farmed together the lands and 
shared their production.  
The formation of a campesinado in the Palmarejo area was the origin of the present-day 
village. Around 1967, a group of farmers organized themselves to cultivate the land under a 
campesinado. This group was among the few campesinados favored by the reform before the 
amendments to the Agrarian Reform Law in 1972 (Decree number 8 of December 26, 1972 and 
                                                 
21 National Agrarian Institute, Instituto Nacional Agrario: Historia. Electronic page 
http://www.ina.hn/temporal/quienes_historia.php , accessed August 27, 2015. 
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Decree number 170 of December 30,1974). José Torres, an 80-year-old man and one of the 
oldest persons in Palmarejo told me about how the campesinado got their land: 
We were the ones that moved forward this land, because this land was given to us 
by the Instituto Nacional Agrario, that gave us national lands. We took over of 
that and that was in the 71… We start farming since the 71. These lands were 
taken by a man by force and he sold them to another landlord. Then when the 
Agrarian Reform law, we in the 60s, in the 67, we formed a group. We lived in 
San José (de la Majada), there we all lived. We formed the group, and then came 
the president of an organization named ANACH22 and he was the one who 
organized us. We formed the directive, I was the secretary, and another the 
president, and that was the directive. From there we started to process this. Then it 
was proved that these lands were national, and in the 71, the Instituto Nacional 
Agrario came to take measures, the INA they called it. We did the measures, this 
wasn’t like this, this were part of the ejidos from San José de la Majada, that a 
president from 1780 or something like that, donated to the campesinos of San 
José. [Jose Torres, 2011] 
According to José Torres’ narration, the people coming from San José de la Majada, were 
the ones that began the efforts to develop the community. They were responsible for the renewal 
of farming and the habitation in the village area. San José de la Majada is a village located in the 
municipality of Quimistán, in the department of Santa Bárbara. During those years there was no 
power in the area, there were no roads, and the bridge that exists today that cross over the 
Chamelecón, toward Cofradia and San Pedro Sula was not available. According to the old 
                                                 
22 ANACH Asociación Nacional de Campesino de Honduras, National Farmers Association of Honduras. 
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residents, there was less deforestation and more sources of water due the presence of many small 
creeks running through the valley.  
The process of obtaining the lands was not a very easy one. Before the organization of 
the campesinado the residents were living like squatters. Maria Isabel, a 42-year-old woman 
from Palmarejo told me about her memories when she was a little girl and her family was trying 
to get some land in the area: We came to fight these lands here. We slept under that tree, there I 
stayed, and then the authority came and took us away, but we again step in, and like that”. After 
they finally got their land, everything was distributed by the campesinado. “When here was a 
campesinado. I was ten-years-old and my father worked here. To each campesino, they gave a 
plot of land and a room. He farmed that plot and we helped him to do it.”  
The campesinado was dissolved in the early 1980s. Some of the residents sold their plots 
of lands and new people moved into the village. Most of the people in Palmarejo are owners of 
the land where their houses are built and the plots where they cultivate their crops, however, 
those who lack land for farming could obtain them through usufruct by a system called el quinto 
(the fifth). El quinto is a system in which a farmer that does not possess land enter in an 
agreement with a farmer that possess excess of land. In the agreement, the landowner allows the 
farmer to cultivate the land but in exchange of one fifth of the harvest. Since farming is seasonal, 
this agreement is a temporary one. Some of the participants in Palmarejo use this system to 
supplement the nutrition in their houses. However, land use patterns have change in the area, 
leaning to an increase of cattle rearing and wood farming, affecting this the availability of land 
for el quinto. Carlos, a 24-year-old man and a day laborer from Palmarejo told me about his 
experience trying to find land for farming: “No, I don’t farm because I don’t have land. It’s very 
hard to find land to farm right now… the truth is that the people that have land here now only 
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want to use it for pasture and they don’t want us to take them the pasture” The most available job 
in the village is that of day laborer, but many supplement their income with other activities. Day 
laborers are employed mostly for the farming and harvest of the crops so it is considered a 
seasonal job, although there are some men that have a permanent position by attending the cattle 
and the zacate fields. Being the availability of work limited, most of the households have other 
activities. Men do things like shoe repairing and construction. Those working in construction  
 
  
 
Figure 5.6. Cattle ranch in Palmarejo. 
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Figure 5.7. View of the village of Palmarejo from a house on a hill. 
 
need to leave the village for work. Some of the women are employed in stores outside the village 
or in the maquilas available in the industrial zones near the area.  Others sell clothes and products 
door to door. Several households have a small pulperia in their houses. There are two types of 
pulperias in the village, the regular pulperias that sell many food products, can goods, and drinks, 
and there are others that just sale snacks and drinks, mostly to the kids from the school. Most of 
the food is bought in the regular pulperias, the rest of the food is bought in Cofradía and 
sometimes in San Pedro Sula. People that have the advantage of having year-round land 
available or are the owners of a land plot also have their own challenges. Their income is based 
on the production of the land and sometimes crops may fail. The major products of the village 
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are corn and beans. In times of harvest, parts of the crops are sold in Cofradía and the other part 
saved for household consumption. In addition to all these job ventures, during the weekends 
some households do especial things to earn extra money, like frying chicken to sell around or by 
setting up premises in their properties for entertainment, like playing pool spots, where music is 
played and alcohol is sold. 
The village is a very quiet place, only disturbed by the vehicles passing through the road 
and the sounds of the cattle, chickens, and pigs. The tranquility is one of the things that the 
residents most appreciate. The village is far away from the increasing criminality that is 
punishing the country. The only crime that happens in the village is cattle theft, but that is very 
rare. However, the roads leading to the village from Cofradía and San Pedro Sula are not that 
safe. During my time there, there was a robbery turned murder past the bridge that cross the 
Chamelecón River. The object of the robbery was the motorcycle that a man was driving. News 
like this are an everyday event in the village and something that they can see in the news. Most 
of the participants agree that the tranquility and the lack of criminality are the best thing of living 
in Palmarejo. 
The infrastructure of the village is not adequate, but very normal in comparison with 
similar villages throughout the area. Most participants do not have a car and transportation is a 
problem for the residents when they need to access health care. The available roads are dirt roads 
that become very deteriorated during the rainy seasons. Although power is available in most of 
the residents’ houses, water scarcity is the biggest problem in the village and one of the worst 
things of living in Palmarejo according to the residents. In Palmarejo, the creek that passes near 
the village is getting dry and the water system is almost approaching the end of its useful life. 
The residents suffer from constant water rationing and due the difference of ground levels within 
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the village, some houses barely get water when it is available. This becomes worst due the 
practice of storing water in pilas (water tanks). Water storage affects the circulation of the water 
preventing some households in the hills to get water in their assigned day. Although the 
municipality has tried to help the village with their water problem with new projects and 
management plans, the problem persists and some residents think that is worst that before. 
The relationship between the village and the government is mostly through the 
municipality. The central government is not important for their daily lives. The municipality of 
Petoa provides the community with occasional programs and orientations about farming and the 
establishments of house gardens. However, this assistantship is very limited and is mostly seen 
during times of elections or emergencies. The village deals with their problems through its 
patronato, an institution created as an auxiliary institution of the municipality to oversee the 
improvement of their communities. This institution, created by the Law of Municipalities23 of 
1993 and recently reformed by the Law of Patronatos and Community Associations24 of 2014, 
has its own legal standing as an autonomous institution to promote the development of their 
respective communities in collaboration with their municipalities. Antonia, a 40-year-old woman 
and housewife from Palmarejo told me about her perceptions of the government when I asked 
her if the community receives any help from the central government or the municipality. She was 
part of the village patronato for some time and she told me that the government does not help 
because the village is very far away from the municipality: “No, no, no, this colony (village) 
“está botada” [is far away], I tell you because here we never get help. We are now doing things 
to see if we can have a patronato, but very organized, to help us with the water problems in the 
                                                 
23 Ley de Municipalidades de Honduras, decreto 134-90 del 1990. 
24 Ley de Patronatos y Asociaciones Comunitarias, decreto 253-2013 del 24 de enero de 2014 
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area”. In summary, the village of Palmarejo is a small village with several problems of 
infrastructure, lack of available jobs, limited access to land, and in the periphery of the 
government. People live in poverty and there are only a few residents that can afford to live 
above poverty levels, however they are affected equally with the same problems of the village.  
Palos Blancos 
The village of Palos Blancos is the oldest settlement in the area and the smallest one. The 
road that leads to the village connect with the main road that leads to Cofradía and San Pedro 
Sula, passing through Palmarejo. The village road ends in a cul-de-sac that functions as the 
center of the village. Most of the houses are built along the road, but there are two houses built 
inside the cattle fields, and one that was built in the patio of another house. One of the houses 
inside the fields divided the archaeological site of Palos Blancos in two sides. Apparently the 
house was built in a space area between the two groups of mounds that constitutes the site of 
Palos Blancos. The village has an elementary school that consists of one classroom where grades 
first to third are taught at the same time. The school opens and closes according to the 
availability of children in the village. The village does not have pulperias, however it has its own 
cemetery built during an apparent yellow fever epidemic that attack the village in the early 
1940s. Residents supply their needs from the village of Nueva Suyapa, Palmarejo, Cofradia, and 
San Pedro Sula. There is a cattle farm nearby named also Palos Blancos but is outside the village 
area. The farming areas are outside the village and some of them extend deep into the 
surrounding hills. The archaeological site is in an area that is used for cattle rearing, however 
some areas overlap with the residents’ properties and in some instances mounds are part of the 
houses or its facilities. The major products in the village are corn and milk. Part of these products 
are sold in Cofradía or to the dairy companies in San Pedro Sula.  
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Palos Blancos is an old community. Everything started when the grandparents of some of 
the residents bought a big property to raise animals. Maria Isabel, a 71-year-old woman from 
Palos Blancos and daughter-in-law of the original owner, recalls what she heard from her 
relatives:  
  See, who told me all this was my mother-in-law. They (In-laws) were the first 
persons that came to this place, here, she said, everything was montaña (forest). 
Montaña where a little creek came down, that was a creek, where the water 
rumbaba (makes a loud sound), because this was montaña. And my father-in-law 
said that he was the very first who bought here. This property was huge. That 
borda (mountain) and everything around here. All that, and then he bought it, and 
in that savannah there were a lot of animals, one more than others, deer, 
tepezcuintes (paca), everything was rich in that savannah. When I came here they 
were “botando montaña” [taking out forest] for cattle, because when I came here 
there was still the hacienda. [María Isabel, 2011].  
The relatives of Maria Isabel started buying cattle and eventually they got a big running 
hacienda that they called Palos Blancos because apparently there was a variety of trees in the 
area with white trunks. One of the residents explained me that the tree is called San Juan Tree25 
and the white color that the residents describe is under the bark of the trees. The hacienda 
became very prosperous and very important in the area. Many campesinos moved into the 
hacienda for work. The hacienda was a populated place with bustling activity until an epidemic 
of yellow fever attacked the village around the 1940s. When I asked Maria Isabel about the 
yellow fever in the village she told me the following story: 
                                                 
25 Árbol de San Juan vochysia hondurensis san juan 
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 Yes, that was the destruction of here, you see. Because my mother-in-law 
said that before that pass beyond that cemetery there, they called that area El 
Chorizo (the sausage), pay attention. They said that the houses were achorizadas 
(linked like a sausage), like that they were a line, but because she (mother-in-law) 
talked very correctly, she said they were in a line, that caserio (hamlet) that they 
made there. They put that place there and they called it Chorizo because of that. 
They told me that there was the place where the fever hit mostly. At the same 
time when they were burying one, other two died, even three in the days of that 
fever. [María Isabel, 2011]. 
The yellow fever had an impact in the old hacienda Palos Blancos. After the death of 
most of the campesinos, people started moving from the area. María Isabel’s mother-in-law, then 
a widow, ended up with a hacienda with a lot of cattle but without workers. Omar, a 33-year-old 
man from Palos Blancos and grandchild from the original owners described the situation as his 
mother told him:  
Is because of that (yellow fever) that everybody moved. They said that the 
grandmother became a widow, but a wealthy one with a lot of cattle. They were a 
multitude (cattle) with workers and everything, and she was the owner and she 
had everything populated with the people that worked for her, and then pegó (hit) 
that illness. All that people, what they did, they left, and only she remained as the 
owner. [Omar, 2011]. 
The cemetery of the village is the only memory of the illness that stroke the then 
hacienda. They called it yellow fever but in reality nobody was sure what it was. Some called it  
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Figure 5.8. Old hacienda house, Palos Blancos. 
 
yellow fever and others malaria. The area was branded as a cursed place and nobody wanted to 
work or move in the hacienda. Even the people in the area avoid doing business with Palos 
Blancos. After the workers abandoned the hacienda, the widow, unable to manage the property, 
decided to divide the property between her children. Omar told us what happened with the 
property through the years: “And what she did is that she gave in inheritance, she divided 
between her sons, everyone with their part, and they sold everything, everything, and that was 
it…they didn’t know how to take care of the patrimony.” The division of the hacienda between 
the descendants of the original owners was the main reason for the formation of the village of 
Palos Blancos. Many of the descendants sold their land and moved away, leaving relatives 
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behind, like Maria Isabel’s husband. The new owners brought some family and friends to move 
in the area, mostly from the department of Lempira. These new people coming from an area in 
which water is scarce and the soils are not fertile were very happy to move into the village.  
Employment in the village is rare. Because most of the residents own their own land, they 
work the land with their relatives, managing themselves without needing day laborers. The lack 
of jobs in Palos Blancos is one of the things that the residents do not like of the village. People 
usually work in nearby villages and haciendas, but only in agriculture and cattle. Women are the 
most affected by the lack of employment. They can find jobs in the maquilas in the nearby 
industrial areas, however the lack of transportation makes that impossible. Residents told me that 
paying a bus fare twice a day is hard for them, so it is something that they need to consider. The 
same happens with education, sending a child to get upper education in Cofradia is also a 
problem due transportation. Those that have jobs earn low wages and live paying debts due the 
fact that sometimes they have to buy things on credit. Some houses are self-sufficient, they have 
everything they need while the harvests and animals are productive. They only need a little 
money to buy things that they do not produce like coffee, soap, or money to pay the power bill. 
One of the residents told me that she earns that extra money to afford those things by doing 
laundry for others. Most of the houses have their own garden patch in the patio. The vegetables 
from the garden patch, the crops from the field, the milk from the cows, and the occasional bird 
constitute the diet of the residents of Palos Blancos. Despite the poverty of the area, some of the 
residents say that they are not lacking of anything because the neighbors support each other and 
there is always a relative that send some money from other places in Honduras or abroad.  
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Figure 5.9. Palos Blancos, busy day in the Día de los Muertos26. 
 
The village is a very quiet place due the fact that is far from the main road that crosses 
through the area including neighboring Palmarejo. The residents value their tranquility; however 
certain incidents have stolen the peace of the community. The entrance of the village was the  
setting of a murder in 2009 and there have been several robberies, mostly of night lights from the 
village road. The residents complained that sometimes strangers use the entrance as a place to 
dump bodies from murders that have occurred in other places. Despite those isolated events, the 
village still a quiet place and the criminality inside the village is non-existent. 
                                                 
26 Day of the Dead, November 2 
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As Palmarejo, the infrastructure of the village is not adequate, but normal throughout the 
area. Most participants do not have a car and transportation is a problem for the residents 
because is hard to access health care in case of emergencies and for the reasons mentioned before 
regarding employment and education. The available roads are dirt roads that become very 
deteriorated during rainy seasons. The road of the village in particular is very damaged and 
regular cars have a hard time entering into the village. Although power is available in most of the 
residences, water scarcity is a main concern in the village. Residents argue that their water have 
been contaminated by pesticides used in farms located upstream the little creek that reaches the 
village water tank. The problem gets worst when the water is also needed to supply the cattle 
with the precious liquid. One of the residents had to install his own well and pump to get water 
for his cattle. He told me that in emergencies he supplies the village with water. The patronato of 
Palos Blancos and the community are trying to build their own water well operated by a pump, 
and to do that they celebrate several activities in the village, among them, “carreras de Cintas” 
[ribbon races], in which the participants, riding horses, try to capture a ribbon hanging in a cord. 
The participant that get most of the ribbons is the winner. The money obtained from those 
activities is used by the patronato for the improvement of the village. 
At the time of my visit, the patronato was trying to build a Catholic Church and fix the 
road to the village. The patronato was in the process of asking the municipality, Villanueva, to 
help with the reparation of the road and the water supply of the village. The municipality helped 
the community with the construction of the school in the 1990s and with the initial water 
problems of the village. In addition, the municipality helped with the village power facilities. As 
in Palmarejo, the relation with the national government is minimal, being the municipality the 
contact between village and government. Despite the help of the municipality and the eagerness 
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of the patronato and residents, Palos Blancos still have a long way to develop a healthy 
infrastructure to satisfy the needs of the village. Most of the village live in poverty. The residents 
even told me that there is a man living in one of the old open crypts of the cemetery. In 
summary, Palos Blancos have problems of infrastructure regarding access to services, utilities 
and transportation, it lacks stores or pulperias to satisfy immediate needs. Although there is land 
available, workers are not needed. All these part of the socioeconomics realities of Palos 
Blancos. 
Community Interactions with Archaeological Remains 
In this section, I present the findings related to research sub-question one: How do the 
inhabitants of the present-day communities Palmarejo and Palos Blancos interact with the 
archaeological sites in the areas and to what extent archaeological sites affect the livelihood of 
the communities? The findings in this section of the chapter address the first contacts of the 
residents with their respective archaeological sites, how they learn of the existence of the sites, 
and what they are according to them. It also presents the different manners that people interact 
with archaeological remains in the valley. After that the results of the archaeological assessment 
of the two sites are presented. This section also addresses the knowledge that the residents have 
of the laws and institutions of Honduras. Finally, it approaches the issue of management at the 
local level revealing what the residents do when interacting with material remains and how the 
sites affect them in their daily lives. As the last section, the findings are presented by community. 
Palmarejo 
 The village of Palmarejo has a major archaeological site within their limits. As 
presented in chapter four this site is also known as Palmarejo. The site has around 93 buildings 
including mounds measuring more than three meters of height. The presence of these mounds 
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and the disposition of the different areas within the site suggest that Palmarejo was a place with 
civic and ceremonial functions (Wells et al. 2004). The site is located to the northwest of the 
village occupying a big extension of a farm belonging to one of the residents. This farm which is 
used mostly for agriculture and cattle-raising is a very important part of the village livelihood. 
Many residents work in this farm, and those that do not work there at least have a major or a 
minor contact with the site. Besides the economic function of the farm, there is a social 
component to it. Many residents just go there for a walk, to stroll with the children, to seek for 
escoba (branches to make brooms) or to pick the wild chilies that grown all over the area. 
Although there are more sites within the village, Palmarejo for being in this prominent position 
near the village, is part of the everyday life of the residents. 
The residents were not always conscious about the sites within the area, they have seen 
artifact scattered around the farm but they never paid any attention to them. In the early 1960s 
and before the organization of the campesinado the area where the core of the site lies today was 
covered with vegetation. Residents describe the site as one covered with palm oil palms or palma 
de coroza. José Eduardo remembers how the site was previous to the arrival of the present-day 
residents: “Well, those mounds in Palmarejo, there were a mountain of manaca (oil palm) as we 
call it, coroza (the fruit of the palm), totally, totally covered with coroza. It was very beautiful 
and underneath (the palms), it was very clean”. According to another resident, Carmen, a 30-
year-old woman from Palmarejo, the palms were used to build champitas (palm tree huts) and by 
that time nobody was the owner of the land where the site stands. The site was cleared out when 
the campesinos began to cultivate the land. Some of the workers found very early the nature of 
the site. Jose Torres, one of the first campesinos in the area recalled that while he was working in 
the local hacienda during his youth, he and the other workers found artifacts such as ceramics  
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Figure 5.10. View of the Site of Palmarejo with structure 20 in the back. 
 
and other “things”. I asked him what they do with those early artifacts and if they were sold to 
somebody, but he told me that all the artifacts were returned to the owner of the land.  Many of 
the residents told me that they learn about the site through the archaeologists that have visited the 
area. Juan Alberto, a 58-year-old man from Palmarejo who work with agriculture and cattle, told 
me about when he realized about the true nature of the archaeological sites:  
Moreno: How do you realize about the existence of the sites?     
Juan Alberto: I became aware of their existence when some gringos came in 84, if 
I’m not wrong, they made an inspection here, and that is how I became aware of 
what the montículos (mounds) contained.  
Moreno: But before they came, you did not know what was there or anything? 
Juan Alberto: No, not before.           
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Moreno: You did not have the curiosity to know what was there?     
Juan Alberto: Before they came, nobody was curious about that.                
Moreno: And nobody told you about them?          
Juan Alberto: No.              
Moreno: And why they did not remove the mounds for agriculture?      
Juan Alberto: No, they did not remove them, they cultivate over them [Juan 
Alberto, 2011]. 
Juan Alberto also told me that the people were aware that the mounds were places where people 
lived before, but they just did not know that the places were very old. The archaeologist that Juan 
Alberto was talking about was probably Patricia Urban (1986), who did a complete full-coverage 
pedestrian survey of the Naco Valley. This was the first contact of the village with archaeologists 
before the PCAP came to Palmarejo in 2004. Although the generation of residents from the 
1970s and the 1980s seems to be aware of the existence of the archaeological sites, younger 
residents and new comers were not aware of them until the excavations began in 2005. Between 
2005 to 2007, the site of Palmarejo was excavated by the PCAP. Some of the residents worked in 
the excavations. Carlos, during his interview told me that he learnt about the sites when the 
archaeologists of the PCAP arrived for the excavations. He told me that they did not know that 
these mounds were “casas con cosas de indios” [houses with Indians’ things], most of the new 
residents thought that they were just boulders of stone that were in the farm. 
The residents of Palmarejo have a variety of names for the mounds. Among the names 
are bordos (mountains), borditos (little mountains), cerritos (little hills), montículos (mounds), 
and túmulos (tumulus). The most popular among the residents is cerritos and the preferred by the 
residents that have worked in the excavations or had some kind of contact with the 
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archaeologists is montículos. This last one is the translation of mounds in Spanish when used in 
archaeological context in several Latin American countries. There are many ideas among the 
residents of Palmarejo about what is the nature of the mounds. They suggested during the 
interviews that the sites may be houses or ceremonial centers, or destroyed villages “because the 
people got lost” (Marisol, 2011), or nature-made mounds.  
The residents of Palmarejo interact with the archaeological sites of the village in different 
manners. I asked the participants (N=37), if they do any activity in the archaeological area. Some 
residents do not interact with the site whatsoever (n=11). Residents interact with the sites for 
labor and livelihood activities, like farming, cattle-grazing, or just to attend the fields to get them 
ready for their particular use (n=15). Also for some residents, the site is a place for multiple 
activities and an everyday place. These activities included a combination of the above activities 
plus several cases of using raw materials. Among the residents that do multiple things on the site, 
five participants used or have used the site in such manner. Some people use the sites as sources 
of raw materials like wood for cooking and until recently, to get cobblestones and rocks from the 
mounds for house construction. Some residents just go there for recreational purposes like taking 
a stroll, walking with the children, or for a minute of relaxation during their busy days. (Figure 
5.11). 
Land Use in Palmarejo 
During my time in the village of Palmarejo, I have two purposes in visiting the fields. 
First, to observe community interactions with the site in the context of agriculture and cattle 
grazing. Second, to access the damages in the mounds by evaluating each one of them. The 
purpose of that plan was to obtain information about land uses and mound interaction before the 
interview phase of the study and to record the damages with the goal of compare them with 
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previous damage assessment of the site (Hawken 2007). With that in mind I visited the site of 
Palmarejo several times per week at different hours from September of 2010 to April of 2011. 
The only month that I did not visit the site was during December 2010. I went to the site most 
days of the week at different hours, to observe the activities occurring there. However, the fields 
were not as busy as I remembered them in the Summer. After spending several hours walking 
around the site, I did not see much activity. The only activities in the site were in the morning 
when cattle were moved to the fields for their daily routine, and then moved back in the 
afternoon to their corral. Besides the daily cattle march, there was the occasional work around 
the different areas of the farm, where a few laborers prepared the field for the next season of 
 
 
Figure 5.11. Residents' Interaction with the Site/Farm of Palmarejo. 
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farming and grazing. During my time there, the workers were harvesting the dry corn plants and 
preparing some of the fields for growing the zacate needed for the herd.  
I have certain assumptions based on my previous summer field seasons in the area. I was 
focused on finding differences between my experiences in the field during the summer and 
during the different seasons of the year in Palmarejo to see if they were true. The first thing I 
noticed was the weather, it was cooler, dry, and not humid, very different to the summer. I even 
wore a jacket during November. Beyond that, I found several seasonal differences between the 
farmers’ interactions with the site. I detected several interesting things. For example, I thought 
that the farmers avoid to plant on top of the highest mounds of the site because during the 
summer they do not do that. I thought that only the plots with small mounds were the ones being 
used for farming. It was a surprise to see all the mounds, including the highest ones, covered 
with dry corn and beans, (Figure 5.12).  
Another interesting finding was regarding the plowing of the fields in the low areas of the 
farm-site of Palmarejo. It is important to clarify that not all the areas with mounds are plowed, 
that only happens in areas with platforms and low mounds. My assumption was that while high 
mounds are safe from being plowed over during the farming season, platforms or low mounds 
were prone to be destroyed to their lack of visibility. Plowing usually is done by a person hired 
to do the task, and most of the time the person is not a resident of the village. In Palmarejo, they 
hired a person from the village of Nueva Suyapa, who owns a tractor to do the plowing. When I 
heard that, I was expecting the worst case scenario situation, the plowing of an area with low 
visibility mounds by somebody that do not know the location of mounds in the site. There is this 
area that is plowed for farming most of the time except during fallow periods. The area is in the 
northwest of the site between structures 68 to 71 and structures 81 to 86. Most of the structures  
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Figure 5.12. Palmarejo during the Fall. Structure 20 in the back.27 
 
of this second group are platforms located just beside a hill that have several mounds on top. 
That area and the area along structure 67 are known for the large quantity of artifacts that are 
visible along the plow lines. Some of the workers called that area “el lugar donde se caian las 
viejas llevando las ollas” [the place where old women fell while carrying the pots], a local joke 
among workers to explain the quantity of pots in the field. I did these observations in the 
summer, when the plow lines were evident and the green spots that identified the mounds were 
invisible because they were dry or burn. However, during the fall season, while I was visiting the 
area assessing the status of the mounds, I observed plowed fields with patterns suggesting that 
                                                 
27 Compare with Figure 10, picture taken in the Summer 
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when plowing, the tractor driver was avoiding mounds, even platforms. I also noticed that the 
driver avoided features that were not identified as mounds by the archaeologists. I thought that 
maybe the tractor driver or the community considered features like these mounds. There were 
several of these “mounds”, and I began to refer to them as community mounds or folk mounds, 
because there was the possibility that these features were identified as mounds by local 
standards. I discarded the logical supposition that probably the driver was avoiding them to avoid 
damages in the tractor because those features were of the size between a platform and a low 
mound. I checked the map in case I was mistaken, and in fact they were not mounds (Figure 
5.13). Another lesson learned about assumptions. 
I noticed a big difference in the appreciation of damages in the mounds between the rainy 
and dry seasons. Some structures look much better when the soil is dry. For example, structure 
30 is a large and high mound located in the middle of the road that lead to the cattle pastures. 
This structure is crossed everyday twice by the resident cattle, a flock of around 50 cows and 
bulls. Every season during the summer we saw the cattle passing through that mound. Sometimes 
due the weight of all that cattle crossing, rocks rolled down from the top to the bottom of the 
structure. The people of the area stack the fallen rocks in little groups around the road. The 
cumulative impact of the everyday cattle crossing is visible on the top of the mound, where it 
seems that the road is dividing the mound in two. During the rainy seasons, the mud 
accumulation over the road portion that crosses the top of the structure seems to suggest that the 
flock is destroying the mound one cross at time. However, when I went to see the structure 
during the dry season I was very surprised to see that the damages observed during the summer 
were not that bad (Figure 5.14). They were still damages but not of the scale that I thought. The  
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Figure 5.13. Structure 72 in the right and a folk structure at the left. Structure 80 in the back.  
 
mud and the rain plus the cows’ footprints just make the mound look more damaged during the 
summer.  
While I was doing these observations in structure 30, I have the chance to talk with José 
Antonio, the person that walked with me across the fields and through the village of Palmarejo. 
He had worked with the PCAP before and he is always available when visiting the village. I 
asked him about the bundles of rocks and cobblestone around the structure. My assumption was 
that the rocks were piled there to be used later in construction or something similar. He told me 
that despite the fact that they used to employ them as raw materials for construction, since the  
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 Figure 5.14. Structure 30, West Side in the Fall. 
 
beginning of the project in 2004 they stopped that practice. However, they still piling the rocks to 
prevent that the animals hurt themselves while walking toward their pasture fields. José Antonio, 
told me about the agricultural practices in the farm. He started with the fall since we were almost 
beginning that season. In October, they harvest the beans. Once they finish with that, they start 
planting new corn plants again in new areas. Juan Antonio explained to me that each sowing of 
corn goes through three cycles. The first cycle is the tender-flowering stage in which the corn is 
inside the husk protected with abundant corn silk or barbas. The next cycle is the elote (corn) 
stage, in which tender corn is harvested for the production of atol (corn flour drink), tamales, and 
other kind of foods. The final stage is the dry corn stage, which is used to produce flour. All 
these cycles end in March with the final harvest of the dry corn. Once the dry corn is cleared, the 
workers start to plant zacate for the cattle in the areas that will be used during the season for 
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grazing. In June, they start to prepare themselves for the rainy season, when they plant corn and 
beans again in July. The beans are harvested around August and the corn in October, (after the 
cycles) and everything starts again. The soils in the Palmarejo area are very suitable for maize 
cultivation due their soils rich in clay and nutrients with an ideal soil pH (Verdaasdonk 2007).  
Milpas (plots) and the mounds inside them are used for multiple crops like beans, corn, 
zacate de corte (zacate for cutting) an additional crop of zacate to be used in pens or when the 
zacate in the field is gone. There is even an area around the biggest mounds of the ceremonial 
center reserved for a tree called chichalaca.28 The tree is used for wood to build posts for 
barbwire fences and to cook in the stoves and ovens (Figure 5.15). This wood is preferred due to 
its longevity and durability once cut and used as a post. After hearing about the utility of the tree, 
I remembered when the owner of the land got angry with us for cutting the trees while we were 
doing the mapping of the site. It seems that this wood is very valuable and even its fruit that 
looks like a gourd have a use. This chichalaca “forest” extends around structures 23, 27, 29, 16, 
and 19.  
Damages to the Archaeological Site of Palmarejo 
After visiting the fields for a couple of times, I began to do the assessment of the 
structures. For that purpose, I visited each structure. Sometimes I had to wait for the area to be 
cleared of corn or zacate to be able to see the structures clearly. I have to wait a whole cultivation 
cycle to be able to access the region identified by the PAZ as the northeast group, which includes 
many different types of structures like mounds, terraces, and platforms. I have to visit this area 
every month until finally between March and April I got the information needed. When assessing 
the structures, I evaluated each of the sides of the structure independently and then averaged the  
                                                 
28 Amphypteringium adstringens Chachalaca or Cuachalalate in other areas 
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Figure 5.15. Chichalaca forest in the site of Palmarejo. Structure 29 in the back. 
 
percentage of damages observed in each side. I checked north, south, east, west, and top sides of 
each structure. In the case of terraces and platform structures, only the top and the visible sides 
were evaluated, depending on the context of the structure. Once I have the average percentage of 
all sides, I classified the damages according to the assessment method used by Hawken (2008) in 
the previous survey of Palmarejo. The damages were classified as Type I (1-25% of the structure 
damaged), Type II (26-50% of the structure damaged), Type III (51-75% of the structure 
damaged) and Type IV (76-100% of the structure damaged). When I find any indication of 
damage, I recorded the appearance of the disturbance and its possible causes. Sometimes I asked 
Juan Antonio about the damages and he suggested a possible cause for the them based on his 
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years of experience working in the area. Besides the assessment of damages, I made notes about 
the uses of the land surrounding the sites.  
After assessing all the structures and recording the land uses around it, I proceeded with 
the development of a report for my eventual analysis. I asked Juan Antonio about how the usage 
of the plots changed through the years. He told me that in each plot the same activities are done 
all over again, except when the land is left to fallow, which is not for a long time due the high 
demand for available land. Land uses change through the seasons and plots that are exclusively 
for farming, only change through the year by the kind of crop that will be cultivated. José 
Antonio told me about the farming areas: “There you can sow of everything, of corn, all, because 
in the part that we can plow, well we plow, but there, where the montículos are, there we can’t 
plow”. There are other plots that have multiple uses, like farming and cattle grazing at the same 
time or in an alternate basis. Plots used for cattle grazing change according to grass availability. I 
identified five types of land use in which the 87 structures of the site of Palmarejo are enclosed 
(Figure 5.16). First, lands with no use, which are usually in an area where farming is difficult and 
cattle do not wonder due the conditions of the terrain. Only one structure was identified to be in 
that type of area. Second, land that is used as living facilities either for human or animal 
utilization like pens, latrines, and pilas for example. These land contained only two structures. 
Third, land used as farming areas, either manual or mechanical, these containing 16 structures. 
Fourth, land used for cattle grazing or to plant zacate, and fifth, land used for multiple purposes, 
usually a combination of farming with cattle-raising. These last two contained 27 and 41 
structures respectively.  
Regarding the assessment of the integrity of the structures, of the 93 reported in the site 
of Palmarejo in previous reports, I could only assess 87 of them. After assessing these structures  
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Figure 5.16. Land uses around structures in Palmarejo. Columns represent the number of structures  
contained in a particular area. 
 
(N=87), I found that only 14 structures were damaged (Figure 5.17). The types of damages were 
minimal, ranging between type I (n=13) and type II (n=1). Based on my observations, structures 
with type I damages probably were affected by the use of the building as a source of stones 
(n=2); by the impact on the structures of living facilities either of humans or animals (n=2); by 
the impact of activities related to either farming or cattle-raising (n=4); by a combination of 
various types of damages (n=2); and by activities related to a combination of natural causes and 
archaeological excavations (n=2). Beside the case of structure 30 mentioned above, which 
damages can be classified to multiple causes (cattle traffic, and source of stones for  
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Figure 5.17. Damaged Structures by Type at the site of Palmarejo 
 
construction), damages found in structures six and seven were prominent. In this case the area is 
used as a night time animal pen and as the location of a concrete water trough on top of one of  
the structures. The damages in these structures were classified as type I. Hawken (2007) argue 
that cattle-raising is less destructive than agriculture in the Palmarejo Valley. However, 
according to the observations made from these structures, it seems that the structural damages to 
the buildings are due to the fact that the cattle are enclosed there for a long time during the night. 
That and the high transit to access the water through, combined with time and rain erosion seems 
to be the cause of these damages (Figure 5.18). Although the damages observed in these 
structures seem to be very serious, only one side of each and part of the top of the structures are 
impacted by the animal facilities. The other sides were in good condition.  
222 
 
 
 
               
Figure 5.18. Structure 6 with concrete water trough on top. 
 
The other structures are divided between farming-only areas (n=16), areas for cattle 
grazing and/or the planting of zacate (n=27), and areas of multiple uses (n=41), that mostly 
included a combination of the previous two land uses (Figure 5.19). Damages in these areas are 
mostly related to possible disturbances to collect raw materials, the heavy traffic of cattle and  
humans over the area, or a combination of both. It was interesting to notice that two of the type I 
damages were found in the excavated structures during the PCAP season of 2005 and 2006. 
These two structures looked as if the landfill used after the excavation collapsed due weather 
factors. The only type II damage in Palmarejo was found in structure 11, in which a combination 
of factors is responsible for the state of the building. The structure has been used as a source of 
raw materials and as a place to burn things from the farm or from the houses. 
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Use of Raw Materials: Stones 
The use of archaeological remains such as rocks and cobblestones from the mounds has 
been done in the area for a long time. These materials serve for the construction of house 
foundations. Although the Chamelecón River can provide those materials, the residents cannot 
afford to obtain them there. In one of the seasons of the PCAP, one of the residents approached 
us (staff of the PCAP); asking if he can take stones to build the foundation of his house. 
Apparently, the owner of the land told him that he needed to ask the gringos “porque ellos ahora 
están a cargo” [because they are in charge]. We have to tell him that we cannot allow that, 
explaining the reasons for our refusal. He told us that the reason that he asked is because  
 
 
  Figure 5.19. Possible Causes for Damages in the Structures of the Site of Palmarejo. 
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Figure 5.20. Palmarejo Participants' that have used or know somebody that have used raw materials like stones 
 
bringing stones from the Chamelecón costs around 2000 lempira and that is practically what he 
does in a month. The only thing that we could do for him was offering him a job as a watchman 
since we were looking for somebody to watch during the nights the burial where the marble vase 
was found until the excavations were completed. When I asked José Torres if they used to take 
stones for construction during the times of the campesinado he told me that everything began 
after those times: “No, nothing, until now after the village was build, that is when they started to 
take stones.” When I asked the residents of Palmarejo (N=37) about the use of stones as raw 
materials for construction, some admitted (n=12) to have used them or that they know somebody 
that have done so in the past (Figure 5.20). 
María Elena, a 50-year-old woman from Palmarejo told us that the practice of using 
stones seems very common: “Most of the people do it, yes. I, because I never have done 
anything, never have… but yes, they took stones from there. I have a lot of stones almost there,  
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but those are, the majority, when they fix the road. I pick them up.” When I asked one of the 
residents if the presence of the mounds affect the production of the land, Marta, a 36-year-old 
woman and a resident of the village told me: “No! because from there we can also take stones to 
build houses.” However, despite these responses it seems that there were rules for the use stones 
from the mounds and that the practice has stopped nowadays. Nelson, a 27-years-old 
construction worker, told us about that the stones that people used: “we only take the stones that 
are on top. Juan Antonio told me that the practice has stopped due the presence of the 
archaeologists and the project. According to Juan Alberto, the owner did not know about the 
laws protecting the cultural patrimony of Honduras. He told us: “But before, nobody knew that 
we have to take care of them (mounds), that is the reason that it was given away (stones). But 
now that we know, we don’t give stones away, instead we are taking care of them” As I stated 
before while describing the situation of structure 30, the practice has stopped since 2004. As José 
Antonio told me, nobody uses stones from the site anymore, stones now are just laying now in 
bundles at the side of the road but only to avoid animals to get hurt (Figure 5.21).  
Looting, Collecting, and Artifacts 
Based on my conversations with the residents, and the interview answers of the 
participants, it seems that looting for artifacts to sell or for possession is inexistent in Palmarejo. 
Of the participants from Palmarejo (N=37), most answered that they do not know about looting 
in the area or that they are not aware of any person coming to the village with the intention of 
purchasing artifacts (n=27). However, some of the residents have admitted that they have been 
contacted by persons from outside the village looking for artifacts (n=3). Concepción, a 75-year-
old woman from Palmarejo told me that people from outside the community have come asking  
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Figure 5.21. Loose stones from mounds. Stones that come from mounds due different causes are stacked at 
the side of the road. 
 
for artifacts: “Yes, yes, they have come… yes, from outside the community, asking, but one tell 
them that here we don’t have, that here we don’t find anything.” Other residents (n=3), just 
admitted to be aware of the situation but that nobody have contacted them (Figure 5.22). Hearing 
these answers made me recall one time in Cofradía, when one person approached the house that 
the PCAP established as laboratory and center of operation. While I was helping some women 
from Palos Blancos that were hired to wash objects, a person came in a pickup and called 
through the gate asking to talk with the gringos that were looking for cositas antiguas (little 
ancient things). He showed us what he had in the pickup and we recognized several pieces that 
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  Figure 5.22. Awareness/Knowledge of Looters and/or Collectors in Palmarejo. 
were probably acquired in an artisan market, however there were pieces of ceramic and figurines 
that looked genuine. One of the ladies washing, that followed us out of curiosity, told him that 
we were archaeologists and that we had more than that. After hearing that, the person just 
disappeared, with his pick-up and his cositas.  
The memory of this vendor of antiquities lead me to another kind of interaction with 
archaeological remains, people interaction with artifacts. Artifacts due their movable nature are 
more prone to a variety of human-remain interactions. Artifacts removed from archaeological 
context not only lose their scientific value but they are also transformed. Artifacts may change in 
form, utility, placement, or possession. They can be destroyed, kept, sold, discarded, or just used  
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differently. In Palmarejo, artifacts pass through similar changes depending on the context they 
are found and the value ascribed to them. Some of the participants talked about the different 
context and manners in which they interact with artifacts. Most of the times artifacts are 
discarded when found in the field especially if they are broken, which is the most common case. 
Ceramic potsherds and pieces of clay pots are the most common artifacts found on the ground. 
Norma, a 43-year-old woman from Palmarejo told me about her experiences walking around the 
site while looking for wood:  
Pues mire (look), we don’t have a lot of knowledge of that. The only thing is that 
sometimes when one is walking around, one can find cositas de barro (clay 
things) and things like that; and they have told us that the mayas (Maya) left that, 
well the people that existed before pues. Just so, I have found little pieces of clay, 
“orejitas de olla” [pot ears], and pieces of stone bien hechita (very well done). 
[Norma, 2011]  
Sometimes the residents find little figurines and appealing pieces such as manos and 
metates, that ended up in their living room as adornments or reused in their kitchens. Artifacts 
not only appear at the site area but in the residents own backyards when they are building their 
facilities. For example, Juan Carlos told me that he does not like to collect artifacts and he likes 
to leave them where they are found. One of his sons was digging a hole, helping in the building 
of a bathroom and found several ceramic potsherds and clay pieces and brought them to the 
house. I asked him if they keep or sell the artifacts found in this manner. Juan Carlos told me that 
he was not comfortable with them in the house and he told me the following history:  
 Moreno: …and have you ever try to sell what you find? 
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Juan Carlos: No, never. Rather we are temedores (fearing). If I tell you a history, 
a son of a niece of her (his wife), was working in a sawmill, over there in the 
Copán area. He says that he found a millstone and he took it to the house. Then he 
went to work, and he find another one, and he took that also to the house. And 
after that, he found another, and he took it to the house. And his mother says that 
he told him: “M, stop bringing these stones here, don’t bring those stones, I beg 
you, why stones, why all these stones, and he told her: “only these stones” and he 
kept them. A few days later, they say that he got a fever, and the boy died. And 
they remain, I don’t know what they did, but that is what they told me. 
Moreno: So you are afraid or you respect the stones?          
Juan Carlos: Yes, yes, and my mother used to tell me que no (no), that those things 
should be left like that (as they are found), and me with those things that this cipote 
(child) got. I wanted to leave it there, but the hole was for a bathroom. [Juan Carlos, 
2011] 
There instances that artifacts are just given away to people visiting the area, just curious 
about the mounds and what is going on with them. That usually happens with people that know 
the meaning of the artifacts but do not pay attention to them. José Eduardo responded to my 
questions about people approaching them to buy artifacts with the following: “No, here we 
picked them up and we give them to whoever comes. They take whatever we found. They go 
where they are to pick them up.” Sometimes artifacts do not have any meaning or value for them. 
Some of the participants said that those things are for people with studies. Nelson, is one of those 
participants. When I asked him who should take responsibility about the preservation of the sites, 
he told me his feelings regarding artifacts: 
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 No, how can I tell you this, we Hondurans are very atrasados (behind). The 
problem is that maybe there have to be a way…but there is no solution for the 
problem. That is why you know that everybody are brothers, but sometimes, as an 
example, there are people very studied, they know their studies, they know what 
they can get from those cerros, do you understand me? But us in return, we don’t 
know anything about all that. If one even digs them, and everything, and we see 
anything, we don’t put mind on them, one can come, pick it up, and maybe throw 
it away. But in return, the studied people, they know, they take the things and 
make a study and everything. But here like us, no, we can dig them there to seem 
what they have, but it won’t be money. This is the only thing I say, make you 
think. But the problem is sometimes us, no, no. [Nelson, 2011]. 
Nelson recognized that archaeological sites and artifacts are “riquezas de 
Honduras” [riches of Honduras], however he feels that in their village, where people do 
not know what they are, they can be just like any other thing, without appeal, without 
value, and just there. Artifacts are seen as something that other people value and admire. 
As Concepción told me succinctly when I asked her the same question that I asked to 
Nelson about who needs to take responsibility for sites and artifacts: “Es que eso es 
solamente los gringos. Sólo a ellos les gustan esas cositas” [But that is something that the 
gringos like. Only they like those cositas].  
Impact of the Site and the Law on the Residents of Palmarejo 
As discussed in chapters one and four, all archaeological remains in Honduras are 
considered cultural patrimony and are protected under the Constitution of the Republic and the 
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Law for the Protection of the Cultural Patrimony. The agency in charge of administrate this 
protection law is the IHAH. I wanted to know from the residents about their knowledge of the 
laws and the regulations regarding the cultural patrimony. I asked the participants if they know 
the legal sources and agencies related to the protection of archaeological sites as part of the 
cultural patrimony of Honduras, and the agency in charge of executing the law. From the total 
numbers of participants (N=37), only a few participants admitted that they know the laws (n=4), 
while the rest (n=33) completely ignore them. Regarding the agency, from the total numbers of 
participants, a major number of participants admitted to know the IHAH (n=13), while the rest 
(n=24) have no knowledge. The residents argue that they learnt to take care and respect the sites  
 
 
 
Figure 5.23. Participants' opinions about the impact of archaeological sites over land and production. 
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from the archaeologists of the PCAP, graduate students, and the students that attended the field 
school during the Summers of 2005 and 2006 and not from the government. 
Finally, I asked the participants if the presence of the archaeological site over the area 
and especially in the farming areas affect the production of the land. From the total number of 
participants (N=37), only a couple of participants (n=2), admitted that they feel that the presence 
of the sites (including small sites within the core of what it was Ancient Palmarejo), while others 
(n=18) felt that the sites do not affect the production of the land. There were almost as many 
participants (n=17), that were not sure or did not have an opinion about the topic (Figure 6.24).   
Palos Blancos 
As Palmarejo, Palos Blancos has a major archaeological site within their limits. The site 
of Palos Blancos has around 42 buildings including high mounds suggesting monumental 
architecture and the importance of the site in the region. In addition, this is the site where the 
marble vase was found in one of the structures in 2005 (Davis-Salazar et al. 2005; Wells et al. 
2014). Contrary to Palmarejo, the site and the village overlapped in certain sections and through 
different properties with different owners. There are structures within the cattle-raising areas, 
near garden patches, at the residents’ patios, and even in the middle of a field used as a 
recreational park for playing soccer or doing communal activities. In addition, agricultural 
ventures such as the cultivation of corn and beans are not done within the site limits but over 
certain areas around the neighboring hillsides. As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, in 
Palos Blancos each household attend their own fields without the need to hire workers. The 
interaction between site and community occurs mostly during household activities. The site area 
is mostly used for cattle-rearing and the cultivation of zacate. There is no cultivation of crops 
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with its limits. However, due its central position in the village, the site presence is constant 
among the residents.  
Since the beginning of the village as a hacienda, residents have been aware of the site. 
María Isabel recalled what her mother-in-law told her about the site and her beliefs of how it 
came to be:  
My mother-in-law told me “que esto había quedado del diluvio” [that these were 
remains of the Flood]. That is what my father-in-law supposed, like when he came 
here to the mountain, those cerritos were already there. According to her (mother-
in-law), she told me, that those also were “el horno de los mayas” [the Maya ovens], 
that they lived like that, in houses that looks like ovens, that what she supposed, 
that what she told me, that what she imagined pues (so) that was like that. And after 
the Flood everything remained like this. [María Isabel, 2011]. 
Brianna, a 40-year-old woman from Palos Blancos, remembers the part of the site that 
was behind her house as a place for playing. Children just walked around mounds playing. I 
asked her about her memories of those times and what kind of activities people did in the area. 
She recalled that her great grandfather used one of the mounds to build an oven for the 
production of lime. Most of the memories of the original residents, those that descend from the 
original owners of the land are of structures covered in forest and vines. The recollection of 
Brianna and Maria Isabel are the oldest memories that I could record about first encounters with 
the site of Palos Blancos. Because the original owners bought the land between the 1930s and 
1940s, descriptions about the site before the beginning of the hacienda are lost in time.  
As mentioned before, the origin of Palos Blancos was the partition of a hacienda after the 
death of the owners. After a few years, the original descendants moved out, selling the lands to 
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people not familiar with the site. In addition, one of the descendants that stayed there, started 
selling little plots of her own land to people coming from Lempira. Most of those plots were near 
the east side of the site. These transactions split the sites among several owners. Most of these 
new owners did not know about the site and its meaning. Because the site is spread all over the 
community, the residents began to be aware of the mounds and the occasional conversation 
about them ensued. However, it was not until the arrival of the PCAP in 2004 that the residents 
became aware of the significance of the site.  
The people of the village have different names for the mounds. The mounds are called 
cerritos, borditos, and montículos. Like in Palmarejo, cerritos is the favorite word to identify the 
mounds. The residents of Palos Blancos interact with the archaeological site of the village in 
different manners. There are many ideas among the residents of Palos Blancos about what is the 
nature of the mounds. They suggested during the interviews that the site may be ovens from 
ancient times (this by comparing to the ovens used today in the patios with similar shapes as the 
mounds), a place of hidden treasures, the houses of the Maya, houses and tombs, and even just 
ruins from past residents from the community. 
I asked the participants (N=16), about what kind of activities they do in the 
archaeological area. All the participants have some kind of interaction with the site. Residents 
interact with the sites for livelihood activities like farming, attending the cattle, and working in 
several tasks to gain their sustenance (n=4). Some residents use the site as a source of raw 
materials like wood for cooking and to get stones and cobblestones for the construction of house 
foundations and walls (n=4). One participant uses the site for recreational purposes, like strolling 
and playing with the children (n=1). Other residents do multiple activities in the site. These  
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Figure 5.24. Structures 12, 11, and 10 at the site of Palos Blancos. 
 
activities included a combination of all the previous activities. Among the residents that use the 
site for several purposes, seven participants use or have used the site to acquire raw materials 
like wood and stones (Figure 5.25). 
Land Use in Palos Blancos 
The location of the site of Palos Blancos in the middle of the village and its position far 
from the fields used for the cultivation of crops, limited my area of observation to the village and 
the several areas in which the site is divided. The east side of the site and another area used as a 
soccer park are next to the main residential area, that is the area where the road turns left toward 
the cul-de-sac. The fact that everything was so central gave me the opportunity of seeing 
resident-site interaction around the living areas.  
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Figure 5.25. Interactions between Participants and Archaeological Site at Palos Blancos 
 
In Palmarejo, except for a few buildings and minor sites, most of the major site is far 
away from the residential area. Most of the activity around the site is related to cattle and minor 
vegetable gardens. In previous years, the PCAP and I noticed that most of the damages in Palos 
Blancos are related to the management of cattle, especially in areas where they stay during the 
night. There was a road crossing through the middle of the east side right into a corral area where 
several structures severely damaged stand. The road crossed through the north side of one of the 
structures causing part of that side to collapse into the road. However, the residents changed the 
route of the cattle through an area where the mounds are not in the middle of the road. Although 
they still kept the animals in the same pen than in the past, the access of the cattle to the east area  
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Figure 5.26. Structure 9 at the site of Palos Blancos, 2010. 
 
have been restricted. The only animals that are allowed to graze there are small calves in the 
process of being weaned from their mothers. The area is now covered in a mix of grass and 
zacate and have the appearance of an unexcavated mound that one can find in an archaeological 
park. Even the damaged part of the structure looks in better condition than when the PCAP 
recorded in 2004. 
Although the residents of Palos Blancos do not used the area of the archaeological site to 
sow crops like corn and beans, they used the area between the structures and their houses to have 
house gardens to plant vegetables for house consumption. They used to plant corn around the 
structures but after the arrival of the archaeologists they start diversifying the uses of the area. 
The only thing that remains constant is the zacate, and as mentioned above it is for the 
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consumption of small calves. There are also many fruit trees and an area planted with coffee. 
Other than these exceptions mentioned here, the land around the archaeological site is not being 
farmed extensively like in the village of Palmarejo. 
Damage in the Archaeological Site of Palos Blancos 
As in Palmarejo, I did an assessment of the structures visiting each one of them. The 
same procedure was done by evaluating each of the sides, including the top and calculating an 
average for the percentage of damage in the structures. In the case of terraces and platform 
structures, only the top and the visible sides were evaluated depending on the context of the 
structure. Once I have the average percentage of all sides, I classified the damages according to 
the assessment method used by Hawken (2008) in the previous survey of Palmarejo. The 
damages were classified as Type I (1-25% of the structure damaged), Type II (26-50% of the 
structure damaged), Type III (51-75% of the structure damaged) and Type IV (76-100% of the 
structure damaged). Besides the assessment of damages, I made notes about the uses of the land 
surrounding the sites. In Palos Blancos, since the project began in 2004, the land where the site is 
located have been used for the same thing, for cattle-raising and planting zacate. Based on my 
observations I found three types of land uses in which the 42 structures of the site of Palos 
Blancos are enclosed (Figure 5.27). First, land used as living facilities either for human or 
animals like pens, latrines, and pilas. This land contains only four structures. Second, land used 
for cattle grazing or to plant zacate. This kind of land contains 24 structures. Third, land used for 
multiple purposes, which contained a combination of all previous activities, including 
recreational and farming activities. This last one as I mentioned before is limited to small 
vegetables or fruit plots and an area nearby planted with coffee plants.  
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Regarding the assessment of the integrity of structures, of the 42 reported in the site of 
Palos Blancos in previous reports, I found that eight were damaged and two were almost 
destroyed (Figure 5.28). The types of damages were more serious that in Palmarejo, ranging 
between type I (n=5) and type II (n=3) damages to two structures with type IV damages (n=2). 
animal facilities (n=1) and by looting (n=1). Type IV damages were caused by animal facilities 
(n=1) and human facilities (n=1). The structures affected by animal facilities causing damages 
Type II and IV were two structures enclosed in a corral used to keep animals at night time. As in 
Palmarejo, the damages were due to the enclosure of the animals during the night and the 
availability of a water trough beside what it left of one of the structures. The damage IV caused 
by a human facility was related to the excavation of a well to provide water to village. The 
structure in question was a platform that probably was not noticed by the residents. The structure 
was completely destroyed. 
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         Figure 5.27. Land uses around structures in Palos Blancos. Columns represent the number of structures in a    
particular area. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.28. Damaged Structures by Type at the Site of Palos Blancos. 
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Use of Raw Materials: Stones 
As in Palmarejo, the use of stones as raw materials for the construction of houses is very 
common. Stones are used to build the foundation of the houses and to build walls to prevent that 
the mud and soil enter in some houses. One of the houses is even built on an ancient mound, the 
structure serving as foundation in one of the sides of the house. Houses change constantly to 
accommodate growing families or other relatives that may come in the future from outside the 
community. Before the arrival of the PCAP the residents took the stones from the site. This was 
not done without control, any person in need of rocks had to ask permission from the owner 
before proceeding to get the quantity they needed. Vanessa, a 29-year-old woman from Palos 
Blancos told me about those times when I asked her about this practice in the community:  
 
 
 
           Figure 5.29. Possible Causes of Damages in Structures at the Site of Palos Blancos. 
242 
 
“Stones? But that was before, when we didn’t know how valuable all of these was. Yes, we took 
rocks from there, but today, not anymore, since you (the archaeologists) came, today we try to 
take care of them.” Samuel, a 66-year-old man from Palos Blancos, a farmer, told me about how 
they used to choose the stones needed for construction when I asked him if people come to Palos 
Blancos to buy objects: “No, right now, we don’t. The stones that are on top, that they are 
already out, those that are lose, those we use, but the others that are compressed, no, those not” 
Finally, Rosa, a 54-year-old woman who does laundry in other communities to earn a living, 
explained me with more detail the norm for taking stones from the site:  
Yes, let’s supposed that there is a time, like right now, that they are going to build 
a church, yes, they use stones but not from the borditos, out of the borditos there 
are other stones that could have been arranques (foundations), and like that they 
keep working, they van chapeando (weeding), and some stones rolled down, well 
those little stones they used, because there are out of what is buried. [Rosa, 2011]. 
After hearing Rosa’s answer I understood that the community recycle stones from other 
foundations, however it seems that they still taking the stones from around the mounds, which 
still an illegal practice. Also, her example about the church made me think about what I heard 
from Brianna, about the residents’ plan to build a church in the village. I was wondering if in 
reality the residents stopped using stones from the site for construction. 
I continued to ask about the use of stones, because most of the residents in their answers 
keep bringing up the practice. Juan a 56-year-old day laborer from Palos Blancos told something 
that made me reconsider my thoughts: 
Look, before… I will tell you. Before, when, before the gringos arrival, in trying  
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Figure 5.30. Palos Blancos Participants that have used or know somebody that have used stones from 
the site. 
 
 
one to respect the law, was “la voz de cada uno” [it was on each one conscience]. 
We took tierra (dirt, but in this context stone), here to build the casitas (little 
houses) a while back, but then the gringos came, and we went to other places to 
pick up the piedritas (little stones) to make the last of the houses. [Juan, 2011] 
Juan’s answer shows that at least some of the community members are not using the stones 
anymore to build their houses. When I asked the participants of Palos Blancos (N=16) about the 
use of stones as raw materials for construction, some admitted (n=10) to have used them or that 
they know somebody that have done so in the past (Figure 5.30). 
Looting in Palos Blancos 
In contrast with the site of Palmarejo, where according to the participants looting is 
inexistent, Palos Blancos presented two cases that happened in the same structure. Looting is not 
strange to the Palmarejo Valley as I mentioned in chapter one. In the village of Nueva Suyapa, 
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prehispanic pieces were found while building a house foundation, an incident that brought the 
IHAH to the doors of the village. However, the incident in Nueva Suyapa was unintentional. 
Artifacts appeared, people seized the opportunity to look for more.  
In each of the incidents in Palos Blancos, looting was an intentional act. One was done by 
a member of the family of one of the residents coming for a visit and the other was done by a 
man posing as a professor from San Pedro Sula. It is important to clarify that these incidents 
happened many years ago. Although the participant in his account used the term “hace mucho 
tiempo” [too long ago], and he did not provide a date, it seems that at least the incidents 
happened during the 1970s to the 1980s. I’m inferring this detail based on the age of the 
participant that described the incidents. He is in his 30s, and the incident happened when he was 
a child. The participant told me about these incidents, and at least one of them was recalled by 
various participants. As a matter of fact, I heard the story several times while working with the 
PCAP from different residents in the area. The other incident, that of his uncle, was only recalled 
by him, however this and the other episode about the professor give me an idea about how 
looting may be a dangerous situation in the area. While telling me the incident, Omar also 
opened his mind, sharing with me his own thoughts about looting, and what one can call a 
detriment to engage in this activity. This is what he told me about the incidents when I asked him 
if he was aware of looting or other excavations:  
 Only while I took possession of the property, only when you all came (referring to 
previous excavations). But before, before, before, soon after my father died, a 
brother of him, they say that; Have you ever heard about El Progreso, Yoro? Over 
there is a place that they called El Negrito, that have been on the press, on the 
news. Some people in something like that (pointing to the mounds), found 
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something similar to a camita (little bed), we called them here foldable (referring 
to the bed), those that are made of metal. So they found something similar to that 
but in gold, and my uncle said that it was a big notición (big news). So my uncle, 
curious about that and another nephew of him, over there where the mango tree is, 
there is another montículo which have a part of it toward here (his property) and 
the other part to the other property, they came here, without authorization, 
because he believed that because he was brother of my father, and they started 
looking for gold [Omar, 2011]. 
Omar, through his narrative seems to suggest that the news of the finding in El Negrito was what 
triggered the curiosity of his uncle. The finding, a supposed bed of gold found in Yoro moved his 
uncle to come and seek something similar in the site of Palos Blancos29. 
Regarding the next incident, which occurred too when he was a child, Omar told me 
about the episode with the alleged professor from San Pedro Sula. In addition, he told me about a 
visit of another relative, a brother-in-law living in North Carolina. Omar, by entwining the two 
stories, talked about how curiosity instigated by somebody can sow the desire to seek through the 
ruins, looking for means or tesoros (treasures) to improve their quality of live: 
When we were little…we were little, I was like 12-years-old or maybe… my aunt 
the one over there (pointing to another house), they lived here, and a professor 
that was from San Pedro came. That was the man that came here to wake up our 
curiosity, this man, he said, that these cerritos could have valuable things. In his 
pasatiempo (pastime), he started digging there where the aunt (pointing to the 
                                                 
29 I looked for any information about that apparent discovery, but could not find anything. However, if this really 
happened, the news is probably very old and not available through an internet search engine.  
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same mound where the uncle dug). But no, never. But because he was married, he 
only came on Sundays, only on Sunday, and he stay there with another one 
(person), and they dig pieces there, but they got tired. But to us, that was when the 
curiosity began, because since that time we started asking ourselves that maybe 
there could be something. We sometimes, in that big one, nos encaramamos (to 
climb up) up there and we said let’s jump. Look, I heard something hollow under 
me…and we were like “what would be there?”, but to dig, I didn’t have the 
curiosity to do it [Omar, 2011]  
Omar continued to talk about his curiosity and how a visit from the uncle of North Carolina 
increased his curiosity and his hopes to find something worth to “improve the life”, he continues 
his narration weaving the professor incident with his uncle’s visit. After he emphasized that he 
did not feel the curiosity to dig, immediately he continued as follows: 
 Nevertheless, one time came my brother-in-law, that lives in North Carolina, and 
he came to stroll around here, and he tells me: “Cuñado (brother-in-law) do you 
think that there could be something; something that can take us all from this 
poverty” and I asked him where, and he told me: “there in the cerros” and I told 
him: (making a voice sounding sceptic, makes gesture), “what would be there? 
Maybe some toads”; He then tells me: “No, I will tell you a pasada (old story). 
“They tell that in Guatemala… a man had things like these (mounds), and the man 
was going to do a house, like here…” He told me then, that the man used the 
machine (tractor) and the machine crushed everything, and inside was a toad type 
(artifact), and he told me that his eyes were made of something call jade. He told 
me that somebody gave the man like a million dollars for only the eyes of that 
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thing, that was its worth. Then he says to me: “if you find one here, mire (look), 
you see, you will get out of these, of these poverties of here”.  
Omar told me that after this story he even have the desire or el intento (intention) of doing 
something like what the man from Guatemala did. He continued to talk about the motives and 
incentives of destroying the mounds to find oro (gold):  
Because the situations here, verdad (right?), sometimes one have the urge to 
dismantle that, to see if one can see something to get us forward. I told him 
(brother-in-law), that here in this situation and because the government, we can’t 
do this. Another time came another man to ask me to do the same thing and I told 
him that if we find a golden mine or something valuable, even to jail we can go. 
And then the curiosity, the yearning of finding something else, of growing in life, 
but we never used the machine or anything, until today that they say (the 
archaeologists) “que eso no se toca” [that you can’t touch that], that what they say 
here. But, as I say, our ignorance. [Omar, 2011] 
After telling me his experiences and feelings about the poverty in the area, the illusions of 
a possible business venture based on the archaeological site, Omar told me that going to jail is 
not the only detriment against the looting of the mounds, but the risk of investing time and 
money for nothing:  
But all of that (incidents) happened so many years ago, and that was how they 
were dug, and you know that here… I can’t allow myself to dig there because I 
don’t have the time, I won’t obtain something, some economic situation that could 
be there. What happens if I find something or I don’t find anything? And all these 
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time that I would be losing for been there, thus we can’t, they did it for two days, 
but who are going to give them food? Where they were going to buy while 
digging there? They just left everything there… there is no possibility pues… then 
only know, that I will notice if somebody come here, particular persons…no, no, 
no. [Omar, 2011] 
The description done by Omar about his experiences and feelings with looting 
was the only incident related to this threat to the archaeological record. In other areas of 
the valley during the pedestrian surveys done by the PCAP staff, evidence of looting was 
found in Nueva Suyapa and the site of El Morro, a site enclosed in a private property in  
 
Figure 5.31. Awareness/Knowledge of Looters and/or Collectors in Palmarejo. 
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the village of the same name. Nevertheless, even with these old and isolated cases of looting in 
Palos Blancos, it is important to understand how this could be a potential threat to the 
archaeological remains in the village. After all, Palos Blancos is the place where the marble vase 
in the Uluan tradition was found. Based on my conversations and the interview answers with the 
rest of the participants, it seems that looting for artifacts to sell or for possession do not goes 
beyond these cases. Of the participants from Palos Blancos (N=16), most answered that they do 
not know about looting in the area or they are not aware of any person coming to the village with 
the intention of purchasing artifacts (n=13). A couple of residents did not have an opinion about 
the topic (n=2), and the two instances of looting described above, were only remembered by 
Omar and his aunt (n=2). Contrary to Palmarejo, the residents of Palos Blancos are not being 
contacted by collectors (Figure 5.31). 
Artifacts in Palos Blancos 
As in Palmarejo, artifacts are found all over the place in Palos Blancos. They are mostly 
found near the houses and animal facilities or paths due the fact that there are not much farming 
going on near the sites with the exception of zacate. Some of the residents have memories about 
when they were children playing and looking with curious eyes the different things that they 
found across the mounds. Brianna shared with me some of her memories:  
 Brianna: For example, we were here, walking, looking around, to see what things 
we find, some things were pretty, many beautiful stones, like one that are like 
black glass, how you call that?                                                                                                   
Moreno: Obsidian                                                                                                  
Brianna: Obsidian? Well, we just took it from the floor and asked ourselves “what 
this could be?” We thought that maybe when it rains, they fall from the sky, 
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maybe these glasses were pieces of lightning, falling down into the floor. And 
sometimes we found ones of clay, we only keep the rare ones. … We were always 
curious to know what was inside the mounds, but they always told us “no, those 
were the ancestors” they told us that, and that how it ended (laugh) [Brianna, 
2011]. 
Other residents like Samuel, do not have the same warm feelings like Brianna regarding 
artifacts. He has found artifacts in an area not very far from where farming is practice. He told 
me what they do when they find artifacts in the field when I asked him about people coming 
around looking for artifacts: “No, objects, no. Here whenever we go, we find those things, look, 
things “de los pasados” [from the people of the past]. When we plow the land with the machine, 
there you can find pieces of tiestos (potsherds), of tinajas (pots), things that they used, there they 
come out … there, there they stay” 
In Palos Blancos, being the place where the marble vase was found, there is always 
somebody that remembers the day when it was found. Marina, a 39-year-old woman from Palos 
Blancos, mentioned the vase when she was telling me what they tell the kids to deter their 
curiosity to dig into the mounds. Younger kids know about the existence of artifacts due stories 
told by older kids that were witnesses of the excavations in 2005 and 2006 and sometimes they 
are curious themselves: “They know, but they also known that there are death people there, and 
we told them that there is only muertos (dead people). But I know, I know that there not only 
muertos there, they are buried things, like thing of clay, clay, and only the time when they took 
out a tacita (little cup), a tacita, that I saw” [Marina 2013].                               
There were not much comments or reference about artifacts, except one person that 
showed me a big mano and metate with several designs carved in the stone. This object was in 
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good state of preservation, and it was kept in an important place of the house as an adornment. 
The reason for not much talk about artifacts is because they are hard to find around the site is due 
the fact that there is no farming nor plowing going on there. Artifacts are just found around tpens 
and maybe around some of the mounds that were excavated by the PCAP, but as Samuel said: 
“They are everywhere”, so people do not pay attention to them.  
Impact of the Site and the Law on the Residents of Palos Blancos 
As in Palmarejo, I wanted to know the residents’ knowledge of the laws and the 
regulations regarding the cultural patrimony. I asked the participants if they know the legal  
 
 
  Figure 5.32. Participants' opinions about the impact of the archaeological site over land production.  
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sources and agencies related to the protection of archaeological sites as part of the cultural 
patrimony of Honduras, and the agency in charge of executing the law. From the total numbers 
of participants (N=16), only a few participants admitted that they know the laws (n=3), while the  
rest (n=13) completely ignore them. Regarding the IHAH, from the total numbers of participants, 
just a few were aware of the existence of the agency. A small number of participants admitted to 
know the IHAH (n=4), while the rest (n=12) have never heard of it.  
Finally, I asked the participants if the presence of the archaeological site over the area 
and especially in the farming areas affect the production of the land. From the total number of 
participants (N=16), only few participants (n=3), admitted that they feel that the presence of the 
sites (including small sites within the core of what it was Ancient Palos Blancos) affect land 
production, while the majority (n=12) felt that the sites do not affect the production of the land. 
There were only two participants (n=12), that were not sure or did not have an opinion about the 
topic (Figure 5.32). 
Perceptions about the Archaeological Sites 
In the previous section, I presented the findings related to the communities and the 
interactions of the residents with the archaeological sites. In this section I present the findings 
related to how the communities perceive their respective archaeological sites. The results 
presented here are regarding what the people think about the nature of the archaeological sites 
and the reasons for their existence. The results are presented in one single section. The reason to 
present this section in this manner is that contrary to the findings about site interactions, that 
were particular to the context of each village, findings about site perceptions have more 
similarities than differences among the villages.  
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In the last section, I presented a limited description about what the residents believe the 
sites to be. Most of the residents have different perspectives about what the sites are and there are 
others that do not have an idea of what they are. However, regardless the kind of knowledge that 
the residents may have about the site, most of them have their own or shared ideas about the 
nature of them. Being the sites of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos, centers of everyday interaction 
for most of the residents, the sites invites them to wonder about their existence. This includes 
what the sites are, how old they are, and who built them. 
Although many participants admitted through the interviews that they were not aware of 
the nature of the archaeological sites until the arrival of the archaeologists in 2004, some of them 
have an idea or made their own conjectures about those questions. Ideas of the nature of the sites 
range between natural features of the landscape, abandoned villages of the recent past, or ruins 
from the Great Flood of the Bible. The following are some of the ideas or interpretations that the 
participants from both villages have about the nature of the archaeological sites. The nature of 
the archaeological sites refers to what participants think about the origin of the archaeological 
sites and what they were, and in some cases, what they are. Including in this part are ideas, 
superstitions, and experiences that the residents attribute to the archaeological sites.  
The participants of Palmarejo have many different perceptions about the archaeological 
site of Palmarejo and other of minor sites that are within the villages. Most of these perceptions 
originated before the arrival of the archaeological project to the village. Carmen, a 40-year- 
woman from Palmarejo, told me something that reflects many of the answers provided by the 
residents about the site before the arrival of the PCAP project in 2004: “Well, before the gringos 
that we mentioned came, when they came to discover that (the site), nobody has an idea, we 
looked at them (mounds), and we looked at them and we didn’t have an idea about their meaning 
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of if it has…when the gringos discovered that there. But after, yes, even in the news, even in the 
press salió (was published), what they dug there and everything.” Carmen in her account 
suggests that the arrival of the archaeologists was the turning point in the village’s discourse 
about the archaeological remains. 
Some participants thought that the site and the mounds were just places where people 
used to live and now they are buried in the same place, others like José Antonio think that the 
site is just a place of people that were finished and they just left everything behind. María Isabel, 
the 42-year-old woman that was living in the village during the times of the organization of the 
campesinado recalled memories about what his father told her during those times in the 1970s: 
“He said that they were antiquities, that the gente antigua (ancient people) have done houses and 
everything and what was left was the top of the stones that they used to build their wall”. Alexa, 
a 23-year-old woman from Palmarejo told me that the site was the place where the ancestors 
used to live: “I think that those there (the mounds) are the places where our antepasados 
(ancestors) lived and they left all that. Those (the mounds) are memories, I don’t know 
something that they left”. 
For other participants, the site is a mysterious place, source of local legends, 
superstitions, and fears. The sources of these perceptions about the site of Palmarejo is that many 
residents think that the site is a place where the death are buried. The discovery of a burial in the 
2006 season, which included a well preserved skeleton, is the most remembered incident 
regarding the excavations done by the PCAP in the village. The burial even attracted people from 
the village that have never interacted or visited the site before. Aracely, a 35-year-old woman 
from Palmarejo told me about her experience visiting the burial excavation when I asked her 
about the mounds and things that the community might have found there: 
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Aracely: Yes, because one time they came (the archaeologists), I believe 
everything was already started when they find a calavera (skull, in this context, 
skeleton). They found it there in the property of Don X?                                          
Moreno: Yes.                
Aracely: We went over there to see that calavera.        
Moreno: Did you go over there?             
Aracely: We went to see it.              
Moreno: Did you know over there? Besides going to see the calavera, did you see 
the mounds? 
Aracely: No, we went over there just to see (the calavera). Only one time.   
Moreno: Did you ever hear about them (mounds) before the calavera?     
Aracely: No, before, no.             
Moreno: You never have visited, not even to get wood?       
Aracely: No   
The finding of the skeleton in the site supported people preconceptions about the nature 
of the archaeological site. Jessica, a 24-year-old woman from Palmarejo, told me that people 
hear things coming from the site. I asked her what kind of things, and she told me, muertos (dead 
persons). She told me that she does not like to go there at night, “de noche yo no me asomo ahí, 
me da miedo” [at night, I don’t show my face there, I have fear].  
Different participants told me their thoughts about what is going on at the site. José 
Eduardo, a 57-year-old man from Palmarejo, told me that when he was a child, they used to tell 
him that at the site at night, a headless man appeared over the mounds screaming and that the 
people around the area said it was “el alma errante” [the errand soul]. He added that those things 
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were viewed only by the old people, adding that he never has seen anything. Carlos, a 24-year-
old man from the village, told me about what he heard around the village regarding the 
fantasmas (ghosts) of the site: “Yes, ghosts, and very near. Of the lamentos (wails) that one can 
hear at night. The thing is that before, our weapons were the machetes. That’s is why you can 
hear the wails when people are killing each other, you can hear the moans”. Rosa Delia, a 58-
year-old woman from the village confirmed what other participants said about the ghosts of the 
site: “Well they said that over there, one can see men without heads, scaring the people… they 
said that they are the spirits of the people that were killed, that the spirits remain there suffering”. 
It is important to mention that all these stories have a thing in common, people attributed all 
these stories to the old inhabitants of Palmarejo, the ancient residents or the Antiguos.  
Hearing all these stories, I had the impression that people were ambivalent about the 
veracity of these stories. Some people said that these stories are from before, when the people 
were superstitious, however, the answer of Maria Elena, a 50-year-old woman from Palmarejo 
suggests that the superstitions about the site still alive today. Maria Elena told me what happened 
to her husband many years ago, before the construction of the road, while he was going to buy 
cigarettes in the village of Mango:  
They scared my husband one time, during the night around seven. Over there 
where the fields are and he said that happened because there are people buried 
there, all over the place. … Yes, that happened when he smoked and this place 
was small and one have to go to Mango (to buy things), and because the vice was 
suffocating him, he walked there, but after that time, he has never walked over 
there again. He said he heard the rustling of the dry leaves, like somebody 
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walking behind him, but there was nobody. They were the people that remain 
there buried. [Maria Elena, 2011]. 
Other people have other ideas about the site, even positioning them in different times. 
Nelson, a 27-year-old man from Palmarejo told me about the different things that people 
commented over the village, among them the belief that the site of Palmarejo is a remnant from 
the Great Flood of the Bible:  
Since I arrive here, I chapeaba (weed) the pastures, and there were some cerritos 
that according to the talk (of the workers), was a place where the gente de antes 
(people from before) lived. And that people fell behind over there because 
supposedly they remained there, according to what they say and the talks that I 
heard. Supposedly that people lived there when a flood, in the times of Noé 
(Noah), and that all that people supposedly were left there, buried “y ven a saber 
tú [and you may know]. Well, you all are sure of that (the archaeologists), you 
dug there [Nelson, 2011] 
Juan Carlos, a 54-year-old man from Palmarejo, which have the opportunity of working 
with the project in several seasons told me about what he has heard about the Flood and what he 
believes about the mounds:  
Juan Carlos: I based myself on the Bible, there is the history, because I have been 
a listener of the Church, and I heard explanations when they say that a study has 
been done after the Flood. They wanted to know how many years have passed 
from the Flood, so they dug, but there in the Middle East and they found objects, 
very deep and high, that supposedly established that (the age) as 6,000 years ago. 
Moreno: Do you think there is a relationship between the borditos and the Flood? 
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Juan Carlos: Well, here supposedly I say no, because my idea according to when I 
work there with them (the archaeologists) that could have been a tragedy, like the 
one that happens here with Mitch, maybe it was an act of nature. Supposedly 
landslides occurred and others (act of nature), and it was like that, maybe an 
earthquake, but I think that it was a tragedy or a flood or something like this. 
Because that is what cause more destruction. The Earth is like that.” (Juan Carlos, 
2011) 
Other participants, like Jose Torres, the 80-year-old man from Palmarejo, positioned the 
site into recent modern history. This is what he told me when I asked him about who built the 
site:  
José Torres: Look, according to the belief, the antiguos (ancients), they used to 
say, that over there was like a colony, like those of the ancient people. Colonies.              
Moreno: Do you think one of the groups (modern ethnic groups) of today built 
those ruins?              
José Torres: No, no, those don’t. Nothing about residences here, because I was 
talking with a man, who is very old like me, he told me that the borros (mounds) 
over there were already here. It seems that they are from the last century. That 
was in the century before this one, like three centuries ago.  
Moreno: Do you think these sites were built by your ancestors?   
José Torres: Yes, I think so.  
The response of José Torres places the times of Ancient Palmarejo between one century 
to three centuries ago. 
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The residents of Palos Blancos, like the ones in Palmarejo had their own interpretations 
about the nature of the archaeological site of their village. Brianna, a 40-year-woman from Palos 
Blancos told me about what she thinks about how the site came to be:  
How can I say this, well, they came, I imagine that they took over (the place), and 
became a group, with their houses like that (pointing to the mounds), because I 
think they did their living quarters like caves, like ovens, and they lived like that 
well I imagined them like that, because I see all these groups of dirt and stones. 
They lived like that. [Brianna, 2011] 
Other people, like Omar, the 33-year-old that told me about the looting in the area, see the sites 
as a place of hidden treasures:  
We have talked about that (the village) thinking how this was before. Some 
people say that these people have a lot of wealth, they had treasures, and whatnot, 
and when they have the feeling that they could be invaded, they cover the 
treasures, and they cover everything, and they did this (the mounds), and all the 
people stayed there covered. And we think that the ancestors, the first inhabitants, 
they left all of that there, we believe that they built it. … They probably were the 
Maya, because that people had more vision. [Omar, 2011] 
Some people in Palos Blancos like Maria Isabel, a 71-year-old woman and a long-time 
resident of the village, called the mounds “la casa de los mayas” [the house of the Maya], or like 
in Palmarejo, some people believe that the ruins are remnants of the Biblical Flood. Rosa, a 54-
year-old woman from Palos Blancos told us about how she believed that the incident occurred 
during the last century. She was telling me about the arrival of the archaeologists to the village 
when she explained me what happened in the site according to her:  
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Yes, only to this place they have come (the archaeologists), because not only you 
have come here, but others have come before you (students from previous seasons 
of the project); The first that came here, they found these borditos of the ancient 
people. Those lived in the last century, when there were floods, then in the Flood, 
they lived, and they were a real village (as opposed to ruins). They lived, and then 
God sent the punishment, and everything was left like this. In those cerritos, there 
are things from the ancient people, there can be several things from the antiguos. 
[Rosa, 2011].  
The three accounts presented here are representative of the perceptions of the residents of 
Palos Blancos regarding their archaeological site. Most of the participants either believe that the 
ruins are what was left in the aftermath of the Great Flood or that the ruins were built by the 
Antiguos. As in Palmarejo, the identity of the Antiguos is not known, some residents argue that 
the Antiguos were the Maya or the Lenca. Others do not have an idea about the identity of the 
previous inhabitants of the villages so they just identify them as ancestors or people from old 
times. However, most of these local discourses are based on their experience with the PCAP 
especially when the marble vase was uncovered in the village. The finding of the marble vase 
was a big event in Palos Blancos. Due the location of the archaeological site at the center of the 
village, most of the residents had the chance to see the retrieval of the marble vase in all its 
details, including the removal of the humans remains. The burial compound supported the beliefs 
of the residents that the site is a destroyed place full of treasures and the remains from people of 
the past. The narratives regarding the nature of the site are similar than in Palmarejo, however 
the element of the supernatural is not that evident in Palos Blancos. The reason for this may be 
that contrary to the residents of Palmarejo, the people of Palos Blancos have been always 
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conscious of the presence and nature of the archaeological sites. They may not know the real 
history behind the sites, but they do know that the sites are ancient and part of the past of the 
village.  
Summary 
In this chapter the findings regarding site-community interactions were presented. Each 
of the communities, Palmarejo and Palos Blancos interacted with their sites in their own 
particular way. In Palmarejo, the archaeological site is in a private farm outside the center of the 
village. Most of the residents of Palmarejo use those lands for their livelihood activities. The 
ancient structures are all over the fields and the residents of Palmarejo have learnt to deal with 
them in different manners. Similar observations can be made regarding Palos Blancos, however 
in this case, the ancient site is at the center of the village. Both villages used the archaeological 
sites as a source of stones for the construction of houses and it seems that the specter of looting is 
lingering in the area. In Palos Blancos, looting have occurred before and some of the residents 
have been incited by family members from elsewhere to excavate into the structures in the search 
of “treasures”.  In Palmarejo, some residents have revealed that they have been contacted by 
collectors from outside the villages. Although so far looting is not happening and there is a 
certain control over the use of raw materials since the PCAP came to the village, the shifting of 
economic realities in the village may aggravate the problem eventually. This is discussed in 
depth in the next chapter, along with the presentation and discussion of the findings related to 
cultural perceptions and the impact of the archaeological practice in the area.  
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CHAPTER SIX 
 
 
Discussion and Conclusions 
 
In this chapter, I discuss the findings introduced in the previous chapter to answer the 
main research question of this study: In what ways and to what extent do social/cultural 
perceptions, socioeconomic realities, and archaeological practices influence the conservation of 
archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras? In the first section of this chapter, 
I address each of the sub-questions individually and their implications to the problem of the 
study. Sub-question one presents a comparison of site-community interactions between the two 
villages. Sub-questionss two and three include the findings related to them that were not 
presented in the previous chapter. These findings were presented in this chapter for two reasons: 
1) Except for the different experiences and accounts about the nature of the sites, Palmarejo and 
Palos Blancos generated similar results regarding cultural perceptions about heritage and the 
impact of the archaeological practice. 2) The presentation of the results of these sub-questions in 
this chapter improve the discussion about these topics, especially due the similarities between the 
villages. These similarites preclude the kind of comparisons presented in sub-question one.  
In the second section, I consider how the results from the three subquestions address the 
main research question. The third section provides some recomendations to address further the 
problem of the study along with potential avenues to work with the communities in the future 
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based on solutions applied to similar contexts in other areas of Honduras and abroad. The fourth 
section discusses the potential of using this research design as a guideline for further 
archaeological ethnography in the area or other areas with similar scenarios in which present-day 
communities shared living spaces with ancient archaeological remains in a country side context. 
Sub-question One 
The first sub-question: How do the inhabitants of the present-day communities Palmarejo 
and Palos Blancos interact with the archaeological sites in the areas, and to what extent do 
archaeological sites affect the livelihood of the communities? addresses the interactions of the 
residents of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos with the archaeological sites in their respective 
communities. These include how the residents of the area perform their daily activities 
interacting with the physical presence of the ancient structures and how these interactions affect 
the archaeological sites. The residents of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos interact with their 
respective archaeological sites in their own particular manner. That manner of interaction is 
impacted by the socioeconomic realities of each village, the location of the archaeological site 
vis-à-vis the center of the villages, and the different kinds of activities that are done in their 
respective fields, especially those areas surrounding the core of the archaeological sites. 
Palmarejo is a village that has around 48 houses built with several materials including 
bajareque, wood, and concrete. The population in Palmarejo is about 180 to 200 people. This 
number includes residents of the near haciendas and other residences around the center of the 
village. The center of the village is crossed by the main road of the area and houses are built in 
both sides of the road and over the immediate hills of the village. Most of the people live in the 
small hills surrounding the village. There are two haciendas nearby, one is a dairy farm 
producing milk and dairy derivatives, and the other is a cattle ranch located after passing the 
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center of the village toward Palos Blancos. The biggest plot of land within the center of the 
village is a farm owned by one of the residents. This farm is used for small scale agriculture and 
cattle rearing. The farm produces beans, corn, yucca and some milk, both for small scale sales 
and local consumption. The site of Palmarejo is contained in that farm and does not spread into 
the village, with the exception of being adjacent to a few houses located at the north of the 
village (Figure 6.1).  
Most of the people in Palmarejo are owners of the land where their houses are built and 
the plots where they cultivate their crops, however, those who lack land for farming could obtain 
them through usufruct by a system called el quinto (the fifth), term discussed in the last chapter. 
 
 
 
Figure 6.1. GIS image showing the locations of the present-day village of Palmarejo and the ancient site of 
Palmarejo. Picture modified from Klinger 2008. 
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Since the foundation of the village agriculture and cattle-raising have the major 
production activities in the area. However, in recent years the balance that existed between the 
two industries has been shifting against agriculture. Land use patterns have changed in the area, 
leading to an increase of cattle-raising and wood farming, affecting the availability of land for 
agriculture and the availability of one of the most common jobs, jornalero (day laborer).  
The other community in this study, the village of Palos Blancos is the oldest settlement in 
the area and the smallest one. The village is around 14 houses made of bajareque, wood, and 
concrete. The population in Palos Blancos is about 80 to 100 persons. The road that leads to the 
village connect with the main road that leads to Cofradía and San Pedro Sula, passing through 
Palmarejo. The village road ends in a cul-de-sac that functions as the center of the village. Most 
of the houses are built along the road, but there are two houses built inside the cattle fields, and 
one that was built in the patio of another house. One of the houses inside the fields divided the 
archaeological site of Palos Blancos in two sides. The farming areas are around the village and 
some of them extend deep into the surrounding hills. The archaeological site is in an area that is 
used for cattle rearing, however some areas overlap with the residents’ properties and in some 
instances mounds are part of houses or other facilities. Due the outside location of the farming 
fields, most of the farming is done far from the archaeological site (Figure 6.2). 
Residents supply their needs from the village of Nueva Suyapa, Palmarejo, Cofradia, and 
San Pedro Sula. There is a cattle farm nearby named also Palos Blancos but is outside the village 
area. The major products in the village are corn and milk. Some of these products are sold in 
Cofradía or to the dairy companies in San Pedro Sula. Employment in the village is rare, due the 
fact that most of the residents own their own land. Landowners work the land with their relatives, 
managing themselves without needing day laborers. Most of the houses have their own garden 
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patch in the patio. The vegetables from the garden patch, the crops from the field, the milk from 
the cows, and the occasional bird constitute the diet of the residents of Palos Blancos. 
Contrasting the two villages and their economic activities, both villages depend on 
agriculture and cattle-grazing as their main source of income and sustenance. The product of 
their economic activities is used both for home consumption and/or sales near villages or towns 
such as Cofradía. The major crops of both villages are corn and beans and each village have their 
own minor crops, like yucca in Palmarejo and watermelon in Palos Blancos. In both villages, 
cattle-raising is mostly for milk production, both for household consumption and for sale. Cattle 
is also sold and seldom for consumption. Despite the similarities in production, each 
 
 
 
Figure 6.2. GIS image showing the locations of the present-day village of Palos Blancos and the Ancient 
Site of Palos Blancos. Picture modified from Klinger 2008. 
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community has a different relationship with their archaeological site. Most of the differences are 
based on the purposes that each community assigned to the land fields around the mounds. 
Comparing figure 6.1 with figure 6.2 one can observe the differences in the location of 
the sites regarding their particular villages. As I mentioned before, the site of Palmarejo is 
located in a farm located northeast of the center of the village. The site only shares some areas 
with two or three houses in the north-north east side of the village. However, the site of Palos 
Blancos is located in several areas within the village. The east part of the site is behind a couple 
of houses in a field used for pasture. Parts of some of the mounds intrude into the living quarters 
of one of the houses. The east side is surrounded by the living quarters of two of the families of 
the village. In that area, some of the mounds are located in animal facilities and a couple of 
mounds are adjacent or fused to the residents’ houses. 
Despite the village having similar uses of the land around their respective archaeological 
sites, I contrast the interactions of each village with their respective archaeological sites to 
establish similarities and differences. In the last section, figure 6.1 and 6.2 show the locations of 
each archaeological site against its present-day counterpart. The figures show clearly that there is 
a difference in the location of the sites. The site of Palmarejo is located in the periphery of the 
village, while the site of Palos Blancos is within the village. To establish if these differences may 
have an impact between the interactions of the residents to their respective sites, I contrast the 
different interaction that the residents have with their site. For organizational purposes, I am 
following the same order of topics used in chapter five when presenting the findings for sub-
question one.  
The first topic is how participants interact with the archaeological sites through different 
activities performed in the areas around the mounds. The different kinds of activities observed in 
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both villages were classified in five categories. The first category, recreational refers to the use 
of the site as a space of relaxation, enjoyment, and social recreational activities. The second 
category, livelihood activities, refers to all activities related to labor in the fields, production of 
food, and cattle management. The third category, source of raw materials, refers to the use by the 
residents of the site area or mounds as sources of stones for construction or wood for household 
use. The fourth category, multiple interactions, refers to combination of the previous activities 
described here. Finally, the fifth category refers to the residents that do not have any interaction 
with the archaeological sites.  
I used a bar chart similar to the ones used in chapter five to contrast the two villages 
(Figure 6.3). Due the fact that the samples are different in size (Palmarejo n=37 and Palos 
Blancos n=16), I present the results based on percentages. In the first category, recreation, the 
results suggest that the participants of Palos Blancos use more the site for recreational activities 
(Palos Blancos 6 percent vs. Palmarejo 5 percent). In the second category, livelihood, the results 
suggest that the participants of Palmarejo use their site more for livelihood activities (Palmarejo 
32 percent vs. Palos Blancos 25 percent). In the third category, raw materials, the residents of 
Palos Blancos seem to be using the site more for raw materials (Palos Blancos 25 percent vs. 
Palmarejo 11 percent). In the fourth category, which involved multiple activities, the residents of 
Palos Blancos seem to do more different activities than the residents of Palmarejo (Palos Blancos 
44 percent vs. Palmarejo 22 percent). Finally, the last category which includes residents that do 
not have any interaction with the archaeological sites, only Palmarejo shows that 30 percent of 
the participants of that village do not have any interaction with its archaeological site. Adding the 
percentages of the categories that represent actual interactions with the sites, it shows that 100 
percent of the participants from Palos Blancos interact with their archaeological site doing any of 
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the activities identified in the field. Only 70 percent of the participants of Palmarejo interact with 
the fields where the site of Palmarejo is located. An interpretation of the graph and its results 
suggests different interaction between residents and sites probably mostly due the kind of 
activity that is done around the structures. As mentioned in Chapter five, most of the agricultural 
fields in Palos Blancos are located far from the site area. The area around the site of Palos 
Blancos is mostly used for cattle-grazing, zacate, and small garden patches. This is very different 
from the situation in Palmarejo in which all types of labor and livelihood activities occur at the 
site, mostly farming, cattle grazing, or a combination of both. The graph also suggests that the 
use of the sites as sources of raw materials is something that is done in Palos Blancos. However, 
that is not the case. Most of the usage at the site of Palmarejo as a source of raw material is done 
in combination with other activities. The 
 
 
                   Figure 6.3. Palos Blancos and Palmarejo: Activities in the archaeological sites. 
270 
 
 
graph here seems to suggest that there are participants that used the site exclusively for the 
collection of raw materials like stone for construction and/or wood for domestic use.  
The second topic in the findings was how the land around the mounds is used. The data 
was obtained by observations and recording of the land uses around each of the structures. This 
was recorded for each structure. There are four types of uses of land within the archaeological 
sites: areas of land used for people living quarters or for animal facilities; areas of land used for 
farming, areas of land used for pasture and grazing, and areas of land for used for two or more of 
the uses described before. I compare the data in a bar chart, in which the lines represent the 
numbers of structures contained in one of the four types of land uses (figure 6.4). In the first  
     
 
                                 Figure 6.4. Palos Blancos and Palmarejo: Land uses around structures. 
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category, no use, it seems that Palmarejo is the only site with a piece of land that is not in use. In 
the second category, human and animal facilities, 10 percent of the land around the structures is 
used in Palos Blancos for such activity, while only 2 percent in Palmarejo. The third category, 
farming, suggests that, only in Palmarejo, the land around the structures is used for agriculture 
with 18 percent. In the fourth category, cattle/zacate, the data suggest that Palos Blancos with a 
57 percent use the land around the structures for that purpose more than Palmarejo, with only a 
31 percent. Finally, for the fifth category, the land used for multiple purposes, the data suggest 
that Palmarejo with 47 percent use the land more for multiple purposes. Palos Blancos only use 
33 percent of the land around the structure for multiple purposes. The graph confirms the 
observation that in Palos Blancos the land around the structures is mostly used for cattle and 
zacate and not for farming. Land used for multiple purposes in Palos Blancos includes a 
combination of cattle/zacate, facilities, some gardening, vegetables patches, and fruit trees. No 
traditional or plow agriculture is done around the mounds. Only Palmarejo used the areas around 
the structures for such type of agriculture.  
The third topic is assessment of damages to the archaeological sites by evaluating each 
structure. As I mentioned in chapter three and five, each mound in the site was evaluated using a 
four level scale based on the percentage of damage that a structure may have. The scale of 
damages includes the following: Type I, which include damages of 1 percent to 25 percent, Type 
II, which include damages of 26 percent to 50 percent, Type III, which include damages of 51 
percent to 75 percent, and Type IV, which include damages of 76 percent to 100 percent. 
Contrasting both archaeological sites: Type I damages, Palmarejo 84 percent vs Palos Blancos 76 
percent. Type II damages, Palmarejo with 15 percent vs. Palos Blancos with 12 percent (Figure 
6.5). The other types of damages Type III and Type IV were only found in Palos Blancos. These 
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damages are found near residents’ houses or facilities for cattle. The graphic suggests that 
damages are more severe in the site of Palos Blancos. According to the findings of the structure 
assessment, from the 87 structures evaluated in Palmarejo, 14 were damaged or 16 percent of the 
buildings. In the site of Palos Blancos, of the 42 structures evaluated, ten were damaged or 33 
percent of the buildings. The data about site damages seems to suggest that the site of Palos 
Blancos is the site with more percentage of damaged buildings, including at least one of each 
category. Comparing this with the previous graph (figure 6.4), it seems that the practice of cattle-
raising around the structures of Palos Blancos is the one responsible for most of the damages. 
However, assessment of the damages in the affected structures suggests that the cause for most 
of the damages is the practice of building facilities to keep the cattle at night. The whole flock of 
animals kept in a reduced space for a long period of time during the night seems to inflict more 
 
      
Figure 6.5. Palos Blancos and Palmarejo: Comparison of damage types between sites. 
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damages on the structures of in these areas. It is important to clarify that these interpretations are 
based on land use assessment and do not include a combination of these uses with other causes 
attributed to human intention such as the collection of raw materials or looting for artifacts. 
 The fourth and final topic regarding the participants’ interactions with archaeological 
sites is an evaluation about the probable causes of damage. The determination of these causes 
was done by combining observational data, notes, and participants’ testimonies from the 
interviews. Contrasting these damages by category in one bar chart, the data suggest that the 
damages in both sites are minimal. Both sites have a great percentage of their structures in good 
condition, Palmarejo with 86 percent and Palos Blancos with 76 percent of their structures in  
 
     
Figure 6.6. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Probable causes for structure damages. 
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good condition. The percentage of damages that may have been caused by the removal of stones 
for construction is 5 percent for both sites. Damages caused by facilities for human and animal 
uses are more evident in Palos Blancos with 7 percent of the damages than in Palmarejo with 
only 2 percent. Palos Blancos is also ahead in damages caused by multiple causes. The graph 
shows also some damages produced by the aftermath of archaeological excavations. In this case 
as I mentioned in chapter five, this is due to the partial collapse of some of the landfill covering 
one of the excavations. Time, erosion, and probably some cattle movement have made the soil to 
collapse into the filled excavation trench. 
 
Table 6.1. List of Damaged Buildings per Site. 
 
 
Damaged Structures per Site
Site Structure Damage% Type Land Use Probable Damage Causes
Palos Blancos 1 29 Type I multiple animal facility/stone use
Palos Blancos 2 5 Type I multiple animal facility/stone use
Palos Blancos 3 80 Type IV living P/A animal facility (pen/trough)
Palos Blancos 4 27 Type II living P/A animal facility (pen/throuh)
Palos Blancos 5 7 Type I living P/A animal facility  (pen/through)
Palos Blancos 9 24 Type I cattle/zacate cattle path
Palos Blancos 16 34 Type II multiple looting/stone use/facility-dumpster
Palos Blancos 21 17 Type I cattle/zacate cattle path
Palos Blancos 23 100 Type IV living P/A human facility (water well)
Palos Blancos 40 20 Type I multiple human facility (garden/patio)stone use
Palmarejo 6 22 Type I living P/A animal facility (pen/trough)
Palmarejo 7 7 Type I living P/A animal facility (pen/trough)
Palmarejo 11 26 Type II cattle/zacate cattle/stone use/fire pit
Palmarejo 13 11 Type I cattle/zacate stone use
Palmarejo 20 2 Type I multiple cattle/stone use  
Palmarejo 22 13 Type I multiple cattle/stone use
Palmarejo 24 3 Type I cattle/zacate cattle/stone use
Palmarejo 27 13 Type I no use/wood stone use
Palmarejo 29 2 Type I multipe archaeological excavation
Palmarejo 30 7 Type I multiple cattle path/stone use
Palmarejo 47 4 Type I farming farming
Palmarejo 55 2 Type I farming archaeological excavation
Palmarejo 68 8 Type I multiple cattle/human path
Palmarejo 89 15 Type I multiple cattle
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Most of the damages found in the sites were product of the removal of stones for 
construction, everyday cattle or human traffic, and the construction of human and animal 
facilities (Table 6.1). Damages caused by daily day activities are not intentional, but  
consequences of the residents’ routine. Damages done by the removal of stones for construction 
and the previous cases of looting were done intentionally. As discussed in the last chapter, 
people from the villages are conscious of the use of stone for construction and many confirmed 
to have used or to know somebody that have used them (Figure 6.7). There are two cases of 
looting and both belong to Palos Blancos. The two cases were done in the same structure but at 
different time. According to the participants, looting does not occur nowadays in the villages. 
However, it is important to remember that during the time these interviews were conducted, 
Honduras was trying to return to normality after the Coup of June 26, 2009. This event may have 
caused some extra apprehension in the residents of the area to reveal the full extent of these 
illegal activities. Nonetheless, the danger is latent as some of the participants have been 
contacted by people looking for artifacts to sell them elsewhere. Contrasting the two villages, 
Palos Blancos have been the only one to being looted, however as mentioned above that was a 
long time ago. Palmarejo, despite the fact of never being looted, is the only one of the villages 
where people are aware of the collectors or have had a contact with them. The majority of the 
residents of the two villages are not aware or know about any incident of looting. 
As observed above, the collection of stones from the structures to use them in 
construction is something that is happening in both of the villages. My assumption before the 
study was that the rocks were taken from certain mounds that were affected by erosion or 
damaged by different practices, like cattle or human traffic through the area. The residents told 
276 
 
 
Figure 6.7. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Use or knowledge of use of raw materials. 
me that they have stopped using stones from the mounds for construction since the visit of the 
archaeologists. My observations and evaluation throughout the mounds of each of the 
archaeological sites confirm in part the responses from the residents. I only observed the same 
damages than in my previous evaluation of the site when I was working during the Summer. It is 
also important to clarify that, except for two new concrete houses in Palmarejo, I did not observe 
any new houses built in the traditional way. Residents from both villages confirmed the use of 
stones in the past especially when the villages were developing. The use of stones was larger in 
Palmarejo due the size of the village and the constant arrival of people in the past. Palos Blancos 
for being an old place and kind of apart from the main road, did not return to its former size, only 
allowing a few newcomers into the village. The use of stones in Palos Blancos was mostly by 
these new comers.  
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Figure 6.8. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Awareness of collectors and knowledge of looting. 
At the time of my visit, each village was looking to build a permanent Catholic chapel 
and in one of the villages there was talk of asking permission to get stones. I asked both 
communities about that permission and that is when they told me how the stone collection works 
in the villages. The two villages have the same system. People take stones either from the 
mounds or from the side of the roads. People find stones at the side of the road every year during 
the rainy season. The rains affect the unpaved roads to the point of revealing the stone fill under 
them. People take advantage of that and save stones before the municipality treat the roads again. 
Regarding the stones from the structures, both villages have the same rule, people can only take 
the stones that are not part of the structure anymore, those that have detached for any particular 
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reason. It is forbidden to take stones directly from the structures and one need to have permission 
from the owners of the property. This unofficial rule in both villages was in operation even 
before the arrival of the PACP, the only thing that changed with the arrival of the PACP is that in 
one of the villages they stop using any type of stone that belongs to the structures. In the other 
village it was not clear if the practice of using the detached stones continues and if it does, it is 
only in projects supported by the local patronato. I asked some of the participants about who told 
them that they cannot disturb the archaeological sites, I got different answers, among them the 
archaeologists of the PACP, the ministra (minister) that came when the marble vase was 
discovered, the gringos from 1984 (Patricia Urban’s survey), or the oldest residents like the 
descendants of the hacienda Palos Blancos. Among the participants, I have several property 
owners, including those that have structures in their properties, and they admitted of having some 
knowledge of the law. Other residents apply the rule by habit or custom because it is the way that 
things are done. New comers, who do not know the law, seem to be responsible for the removal 
of stones in the villages. In these cases, the structures were part of their property and were 
disturbed for stone use. Participants familiar with the situation told me that once these new 
residents learn about the rules, they are more aware of what they do in their property. The 
residents told me that because most of the mounds are in private property, is very hard to get 
stones without being noticed.  
Crosschecking this information through observations and site assessment, and comparing 
with previous surveys of the sites (Hawken 2007), it seemed that the status of the sites and 
structures have remained the same since the beginning of the project. I paid special attention to 
structures that were known due their particular damages and I did not observe any sings of 
damages getting worse. There was no record of new damages in Palmarejo. In Palos Blancos, all 
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the structures remained the same except one that was destroyed by the construction of a water 
well. In this case the structure was a platform and probably whoever built the well was not aware 
that it was a structure within the site. On the positive side, the residents and land owners of Palos 
Blancos made great efforts to improve their interaction with the sites. As showed in the last 
chapter, the owners improved the areas in the east side of the site by restricting the cattle access 
to the area. The area improved for the better, with grass growing over the old trails. The only 
animals in those areas are calves that are been weaned. Also, one of the owners surrounded one 
of the large mounds with a fence for two purposes, to avoid that the animals climbed the mound 
and get hurt and to protect the mound itself from the crossing of the cattle.  
Regarding artifacts, usually artifacts found on the field are just discarded. Sometimes 
people get curious about them especially if they have an alluring. Many of the participants 
mentioned that because artifacts are everywhere, nobody pay attention to them. The only 
artifacts that are kept are figurines that are in good shape and utilitarian things like manos and 
metates, which sometimes are reused, unless they have a unique characteristic. In that last case, 
artifacts end as decorations or as gifts for visitors. However, these instances are the exception to 
the rule. The rule is that artifacts are left or discarded where they are found and after that 
forgotten. 
Discussion: Sub-question One 
Most of the time local residents are the first to have contact with archaeological resources 
like sites and artifacts, even before the archaeologists or the agency in charge of those resources. 
They are the first contact between the present and the past. (McManamon and Hatton 2000). This 
is especially true in communities like Palmarejo and Palos Blancos, where the residents do most 
of their daily tasks to earn their sustenance in areas that they must share with archaeological 
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sites. In Honduras, all archaeological sites, even the ones in private land are protected by the 
Constitution and by the Law for the protection of the Cultural Patrimony. However not many 
people know the laws as they continue their daily routine among the sites. In Palmarejo and 
Palos Blancos, contrary to my assumptions before the study, most of the residents do not know 
the laws that protect archaeological resources nor the agency that is in charge of that protection. 
The only people that have some awareness are the owners of the land where the archaeological 
sites are. They are only aware because they are contacted by the archaeologists and the IHAH at 
the beginning of the season to be informed about the incoming excavations. In the absence of 
knowledge of the laws, knowledge of what an archaeological is and why is important to preserve 
the archaeological record, they interact with the archaeological sites in the manner that they 
understand is the best to take advantage of the resources that offers the fields around the 
archaeological sites.  
The residents of the villages as discussed before, use the fields for farming, cattle rearing, 
and to acquire raw materials, like wood and stone. However, the activities done in the fields are 
not limited to labor and livelihood ventures, they are also a place of recreation, of social 
gatherings, and everyday memories. This is evident in the villages where the sites, through the 
fields that contained them, are part of the daily life of the residents. They have learned to live 
with them and contrary to my assumption before the study, for the majority of the people the 
sites are not a burden to continue doing their daily activities (Figure 6.9). The bar graph shows 
that in the village of Palos Blancos 69 percent of the participants think that the site does not 
interfere with the production of the land. In Palmarejo, 49 percent. The next majority are the 
people that did not respond or did not know, leading Palos Blancos in that category with 46  
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                        Figure 6.9. Participants’ opinions regarding the impact of the sites in land use. 
 
percent against Palmarejo with 13 percent. The participants that think that the sites affect the 
land production were a 19 percent in Palmarejo and 5 percent in Palos Blancos. Most of the 
responses in Palmarejo against the site were from people that feel that the community has more 
immediate needs than the sites, like the water problem.   
In Palos Blancos, the people against the site were participants that archaeological sites are 
old things, things without value that are laying in the fields in total abandonment. According to 
some of these residents, the mounds should be used for construction when needed, especially 
because of the poverty in the village. Elsewhere, similar feelings against ruins are common, 
conservation is questioned because it wants to save ruins that “are already ruined”. An example 
from Argentina, in the city of Esteco, residents were questioning the desire of archaeologists and 
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certain groups to preserve the ruins of a Jesuit mission from the 1700s. The ruins of San Juan 
Balbuena were practically razed by bulldozers, except one portion of the site. The owner of the 
land decided for the demolition of the rest of the ruins to build a fruit-packing plant. 
Conservationist rallied against the destruction of the ruins. However, the people from the city 
were against the conservation movement arguing that the plant would bring jobs to a place where 
unemployment was high (Gordillo 2009). The feeling of the people of Esteco is similar to those 
from the communities in this study. One of the residents of Palos Blanco, Samuel, who was very 
honest about his feelings regarding the sites, told me the following when I asked him how he 
feels about having structures behind his house: “Abandonment, total abandonment. Because they 
(the mounds) would never be explored. How? They will remain there toda la vida [for a 
lifetime]”. Gordillo argues that some people see conservation as “ruin veneration”, placing sites 
over human life (Gordillo 2009:44). Opinions like the one from Samuel and other participants 
suggest that the problem of using stones from the mounds for construction is a latent problem. 
Although the participants and landowners say that stones are not used anymore, the intention is 
there. 
Looting is the other potential problem in the area, especially due the discovery of the 
marble vase in 2005 and the way these artifacts are desired in the antiquities market. As 
mentioned in previous chapters, looting has been the cause of the destruction of sites in the Ulúa 
Valley. However, it seems that looting is something that the residents needs to think carefully, 
recalling the interview with Omar, the resident of Palos Blancos that have been incited to loot the 
mounds by some member of his family. In this case, he argued that even if he has the desire to 
loot, the uncertainty of it and the time investment that can cost him some job opportunity serve 
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as a deterrent. The interview with this participant suggests that looting could be a potential 
problem in the area. 
Regarding the status of the sites, the evaluation of the sites of Palmarejo and Palos 
Blancos confirm that the damages in the sites are minimal (Davis-Salazar 2007; Hawken 2008). 
No additional damages or worsening of existing ones was observed. The damages caused in the 
buildings are caused by the combination of multiple causes including natural causes like erosion 
caused by the rainy seasons. The worst damages were found in places where animal facilities 
were built. Although Hawken (2008) argues that cattle rearing is a less harmful activity for the 
archaeological sites than agriculture, this only applies when the cattle is roaming free in the field. 
Structures exposed to cattle in an enclosed space for long periods of time like in pens are more 
prone to damages than structures in the field. In a comparison with other sites within the 
Palmarejo area, like site 19 and site 23, which are exclusively used for wood and cattle, no 
damages were recorded beyond the ones already registered during previous surveys in which one 
of the sites (19) was used for agriculture in certain areas. However, the problem with shifting to 
cattle and wood for the benefit of conservation is that this will limit the availability of land and 
with that the availability of work in the area. 
Conclusion: Sub-question One 
It can be said that the residents interacted with the archaeological sites in different 
manners and contexts. The interaction in the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos is not 
limited to livelihood activities and labor. People use the sites for many activities including social, 
recreational, and for gathering resources. Interactions between sites and villages vary according 
to how the site is located vis-à-vis the present-day village location. In Palmarejo, the site is far 
from the center of the village and the site is the center of all the activities of the village economy, 
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especially farming and cattle. In Palos Blancos the site is within the village center and is used 
mostly for cattle. The different position of the sites seems not to have effects in ongoing 
interactions, however it seems that limit the quantity of people interacting with the site. In 
Palmarejo, there are residents that never have been to the site or interacted with it in any form. 
Finally, most of the residents agree that the sites do not represent a disturbance in the use of the 
fields. In Palmarejo, the residents planted all over the mounds and in Palos Blancos the residents 
limited the use of the area just for cattle. Sites are also used as a source of stones for the 
construction of houses, being that the only activity that may endanger the sites in the future for 
now. Despite the fact that the residents say that the stones are not being used since the arrival of 
the PACP in the village, it seems that when the need is at the village level, stones may be 
obtained by intervention of the patronato. Looting so far seems to be inexistent although there is 
the potential, especially in Palmarejo where residents have been contacted by people from 
outside the community looking for artifacts.  
Finally, in evaluating these interactions, it is important to recognize that what 
archaeologists called “the site” is a different place for the local population. The local population 
sees this as a place where they live and earn their sustenance. Archaeologists are just another 
group of stakeholders that interacted in their own manner when they do fieldwork. In addition, 
the participants and residents of the villages are not a homogenous group of stakeholders. Each 
have a different interest in the site as one can see through the several interactions recorded from 
the participants. 
Sub-Question Two 
The second sub-question, How do residents perceive the ruins and what is the meaning of 
them according to those perceptions? Do archaeological sites impact/influence cultural 
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perceptions of heritage and/or national identity?, addresses participants’ perceptions and 
reflections about mestizaje discourse and the influence of mayanization discourse. The questions 
reveals if the official discourse of the state is affecting the way that the people perceived the 
archaeological sites. Finally it reveals the different ideas, beliefs, and point of views regarding 
the archaeological remains, their existence in the past and in the present. The purpose of this 
question was to understand the perceptions that the participants have toward the ruins in terms of 
their existence and physicality. In addition, this question investigates what the participants think 
about their own national identity and their country. 
The residents from the two villages have different perceptions about the nature of the 
ruins. As explained in chapter five, some participants believed that the ruins are the remains of 
the Universal Flood, an explanation based on their beliefs. Other mentioned people from some 
population of the past that they called either antiguos (the ancients), ancestros (the ancestors), or 
gente de antes (people from before). Some people say the ruins were built by the Indians but they 
cannot say which group of Indians built them. Other say the Maya, because they “are the most 
important” or the ones with more “vision”. Other say the Lenca, however is not clear if they are 
referring to the present-day Lenca or the ancient Lenca. Some of the participants admitted to 
learn that from the archaeologists while working in the field. This ambivalence is reflected in the 
appreciation of archaeological remains through the Honduran state. Local people in different 
areas identified archaeological remains with the Maya and the site of Copan (Joyce 2003:89). I 
witnessed how this discourse is so pervasive in the popular culture, as I heard several times 
workers and students from a school in Suyapa refer to the sites as built by “los mayas”. 
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                 Figure 6.10. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Participants responses to ‘Who built the ruins?’ 
 
Participants were asked about who they thought were the builders of the ruins (Figure 
6.10). They provided several responses which I divided in five categories, Maya, Antiguo, 
Indian, Lenca, or don’t know. As explained in chapter five, Indian is the concept the participants 
used to refer to past populations when they do not know which particular group is addressed. 
Most of the participants chose the Maya as the builders of the ruins, (50 percent in Palos Blancos 
and 32 percent in Palmarejo). The Antiguo, which includes ancestros, and gente de antes and all 
refer to past populations, got 27 percent in Palmarejo and 19 percent in Palos Blancos.Indian has 
13 percent in Palmarejo and 8 percent in Palos Blancos. This was followed by Lenca, which got 
13 percent in Palos Blancos and 5 percent in Palmarejo. Finally, 27 percent of the participants in 
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Palmarejo did not know or did not respond de answer. This also applies to a 6 percent of the 
participants in Palos Blancos.  
The bar chart demonstrates that there is a majority of the participants that believe that the 
Maya were the builders of the ruins around the valley. After the Maya, the Antiguos was the 
most favored group. As mentioned before this group covers ancient populations that are 
unknown for the participants. The third place went to the indeterminate Indian group. The fourth 
place went to the Lenca. This group is the one that might have built the ruins according to 
previous research in the Naco Valley. However, it got only a 13 percent in Palos Blancos and a 5 
percent in Palmarejo.  
 
 
Figure 6.11. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Participants responses to ‘Are the Builders your Ancestors?’ 
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The next question I asked the participants was if they consider the builders of the ruins 
their ancestors (Figure 6.11). This question took by surprise the participants and many have more 
questions than answers. In Palos Blancos, 38 percent of the participants responded yes against 
only 11 percent in Palmarejo. Few participants responded no, 13 percent in Palos Blancos and 8 
percent in Palmarejo. The great majority of participants responded that they were not sure or did 
not know. These amounted to 50 percent in Palos Blancos and 68 percent in Palmarejo. Finally, 
only 14 percent of the participants answered with a maybe. 
These two first questions lead to the topic of Honduran heritage or national identity. This 
subject refers to the dominant discourse in the country, where everybody is mestizo, an ethnic 
mixture between the Spaniards and the Classic Maya. In the context of the villages, the word 
they use when referring to mestizaje or mestizo was mixto o mezcla, (Both meaning mixture). In 
addition, the word used to refer to the concept of ethnicity was raza (raza). Although in 
Honduras the preferred concept is etnia (ethnic group), which is used since the 1970, the term 
has been used by the newspapers and other forums in the biological sense already discarded by 
anthropology (Euraque 2004:11). When questioning the participants, I started by using the term 
mestizaje, but I got many questions from them. Clarifying what they understand by the concept, 
it seems that they described the concept through this term “mezcla de razas” [mix of races]. 
I solved the problem by changing the question with a small introduction asking them if 
they have heard that Honduras is a mix of pueblos (population), and if they do, which ones. The 
most common response is that the Hondurans are a mix of the Indians with the Spanish. In Palos 
Blancos and Palmarejo, 63 percent and 46 percent respectively answered that the Hondurans is a 
mix of pueblos. Only in Palmarejo, 8 percent answered that Hondurans are descendants of the 
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Spanish only. In Palos Blancos, 6 percent and 3 percent of the respondents answer that 
Hondurans are descendants only of the indigenous populations (Figure 6.12).  
The next question was asked to see if the participants can tell me what indigenous group 
or groups contribute to the mezcla de pueblos that constitute the Honduran people today. The 
responses to this question were varied. Most of the participants in Palmarejo and Palos Blancos 
did not know or did not respond the question, 46 percent and 38 percent respectively. The 
indigenous group that got most responses was the Maya, getting 25 percent in Palos Blancos, and 
27 percent in Palmarejo. Next were the indeterminate Indians with 18 percent in Palos Blancos 
and 19 percent in Palmarejo. The Lenca came third with 13 percent of the responses in Palos 
Blancos and 5 percent in Palmarejo. Finally, 3 percent of the responses in Palmarejo that suggest 
that the Honduran of today does not have any Indian heritage (Figure 6.13). 
 
 
Figure 6.12. Palmarejo and Palos Blanco: Participants’ responses about mestizaje. 
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Contextualizing these responses and revisiting concepts from previous chapters, the 
preference for the Maya as the builders of the ruins and as the group that most contributed to the  
mestizaje is due to the process of mayanization of the Honduran past supported by the allure of 
the site of Copán. As mentioned before mayanization refers to the belief that many Hondurans 
hold that they are descendants of the prehispanic Maya, despite the fact that the Maya only 
occupied a tiny fraction of the actual national territory (Euraque 1998, 2004). Mayanization 
gives prominence to everything Maya, excluding current day indigenous populations. These  
populations are considered descendants of the Maya not part of the ancestry of the country. In 
that perspective, the Classic Maya civilization is considered the primary component of the 
indigenous part of the mestizaje discourse. The concept of mestizaje argues that populations in 
certain countries were thoroughly mixed, and indigenous peoples are no longer distinct within a 
unified nation (Joyce 2003a:81; Smith 1966). 
 
 
Figure 6.13. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Participants’ responses about indigenous heritage. 
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Although there are many residents that admitted that they do not know much about 
concept of mestizaje or as they call it in the villages, “de las mezclas de razas”, the results in the 
graphs shows that the discourse about mestizaje is predominant in both villages. Regarding who  
may be the population that might contributed the most to this mestizaje, as with the previous 
concept, many residents admitted not to know which indigenous group could be the main 
contributor to the Honduran mestizaje. Nonetheless, after that group, it seems that in both 
villages the Maya are considered as the main contributor to the mestizaje discourse. The Maya is 
seen by many as the builders of the ruins and the ancestor of the present-day Honduran 
population. After the Maya, the indeterminate Indian follows closely among the answers, 
however this category may include either Maya or Lenca among the choices that these 
participants have in their mind. Other groups like the Lenca and the Chorotega were picked as a 
minor option. It is interesting to notice that the Lenca as main contributors to the mestizaje of the 
nation were proposed mostly by the residents of Palos Blancos. Most of the residents of Palos 
Blancos come from Lempira, a department in Honduras that have a large Lenca population. This 
seems to suggest that maybe there is a bias in the responses to this question due the fact that most 
participants come from departments located in the Western part of the country. It would be 
interesting to see if these responses may apply to other geographical areas of Honduras. 
Discussion: Sub-question Two 
In the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos perceptions about heritage and national 
identity seems to come from elsewhere and not from the archaeological sites. Participants do not 
see the archaeological sites as their heritage. It has been argued that for something to be 
considered heritage or patrimony, three kinds of value are required, these being intrinsic, 
communal, and emotional (Onuki 2007:114; Sarmiento 2003, 2004). It seems that the sites as 
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archaeological sites do not have that value for the community. Many admitted to think that they 
are descendants of the site builders but they do not have the knowledge necessary to support their 
claim, but most of this repeated from conversations that some of the residents have had with 
archaeologists and students. Others, believing the sites were built by the Maya and that they are 
their descendants, support a heritage connection with the ruins. However, these beliefs may not 
have fully achieved the emotional value of place attachment related with sites that are considered 
heritage by a particular community. As Jokilehto (2006) suggest, for something to become 
heritage there have to be an emotive communal attachment (Jokilethto 2006:2). This may not be 
the case yet in the villages. 
 As I will discuss later with more detail, the sense that I have from the responses of the 
participants, is that the value that the sites have for the communities is economic in nature and 
not sociocultural. Although there are people that feel pride of having these sites in their 
communities, most of the residents see them as a potential economic asset that can bring an 
archaeological park like Copan or access to well-paid jobs as the ones provided during 
archaeological excavations. It seems that their own communities are what constituted heritage 
for the residents of the villages. In Palos Blancos, the connection between the residents and the 
community is based for some in the memory of the old hacienda and their attachment to the 
community. For the new residents, the attachment with the community seems to be related to the 
new opportunities that they have by moving to the area. All the residents still have a connection 
with their department of origin Lempira. These relationships residents-community embrace the 
types of values necessary for something to be considered heritage. There is a sense of security 
that is supported by the intrinsic value of the land. There is a sense of belonging supported by the 
community, and there is an attachment to the place for what it means to the residents. The same 
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applied to the residents of Palmarejo, where the sense of heritage or patrimony comes from their 
origins in San Jose de la Majada and their struggle to get those lands during the times of the land 
reforms. The archaeological sites do not provide these attachments, but the lands that contained 
them do.  
However, perceptions about the archaeological sites and discourses about their origins 
come from different sources. The original source of information was the educational system  
(Figure 6.14). Many participants have some degree of education and those that do not have any, 
acquired some knowledge from their family. For example, children learn things at the school that 
they bring to their homes. Many participants admitted that they learned about ethnic groups, the  
 
 
                                  Figure 6.14. Education levels in Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. 
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past, and Copán from their children. Children go in school excursions to Copán, bringing the 
experience and the information acquired and retelling them as understood (Figure 6.15). Other 
sites known by the residents are the Fort of Omoa, Los Naranjos, and El Puente. As However, 
perceptions about the archaeological sites and discourses about their origins come from different 
sources. The original source of information was the educational system (Figure 6.14). Many 
participants have some degree of education and those that do not have any, acquired some 
knowledge from their family. For example, children learn things at the school that they bring to 
their homes.  
Many participants admitted that they learned about ethnic groups, the past, and Copán 
from their children. Children go in school excursions to Copán, bringing the experience and the 
information acquired and retelling them as understood (Figure 6.15). Other sites known by the 
residents are the Fort of Omoa, Los Naranjos, and El Puente. As Cleere (1989) argue “…the 
appeal of an historic site or structure visited in connection with formal classroom teaching of a 
specific period or topic is strong. The imagination of the child can be stimulated much more 
effectively by ruined castle walls or ancient burial mounds than by any amount of formal 
teaching or reading’ (Cleere 1989:9). The introduction to the children of reconstructed 
monumental architecture creates the foundation of perceptions and national discourses in relation 
to the Honduran past (Joyce 2003a, 2003b). In addition, books used in the school help support 
the entrance of the national discourse in communities like Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. Most of 
the government sponsored school books introduced the concept that the Classic Maya were the 
predecessors of the ethnic groups that have survived from the colonial times to the present-day. 
Students learn that the Lenca and other groups of indigenous groups are descendants of the  
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Figure 6.15. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Knowledge of Copán and other sites. 
 
Maya. Also, private books company follow the same format and information as recognized by 
the government. In all those books, Copán and the Classic Maya are presented as the greatest 
civilization achievement in the past of Honduras and a big part of the constitution of present-day 
populations. (Tercero 2007). 
Conclusion: Sub-question Two 
The residents have several perceptions about the ruins, the reason for their existence, and 
who built them. First, the residents associated the ruins with stories and local legends based on 
supernatural experiences. The site supported these legends by the beliefs of the residents that the 
sites were not only the residences of the ancients, but also where they were buried due a great 
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tragedy or punishment. Some viewed the sites as the remains left behind by the Universal Flood 
and other think it was a tragedy like the ones they have witnessed during Hurricane Mitch and 
several earthquakes. Other have some knowledge about the sites based on what they have 
learned from the archaeologists or from the residents that have worked with the project before.  
Based on the participants’ answer some residents are beginning to feel certain pride for 
the presence of the archaeological sites in their village. Many thinking that the sites were built by 
the Maya and that they are descendants of the Maya themselves, argue that they have a 
connection with the site. However most of their opinions are based on the new acquired 
knowledge during the years that the PACP were excavating in the area. There is not a 
community attachment to the site, but to the lands that contains both sites and communities. The 
connection of each village is different, each related to their particular history and process of 
constitution. Knowledge and perceptions about heritage and national identity come from other 
sources other than the presence of the sites. Education, personal exchanges of information, and 
the access to the media through the use of television of radio could be the sources of influence of 
perceptions of heritage and national identity. The sites may serve as a trigger for conversations 
about those topics but they do not seem to be affecting these cultural perceptions. 
Sub-Question Three 
The third sub-question, How archaeological research have impacted the present-day 
communities of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos?, addresses how the residents interacted with the 
project and the archaeologists, what are their thoughts or knowledge about archaeology, and 
what expectations they have from the archaeological sites. In addition this questions explores the 
values that the residents ascribed to their particular site in the context of their respective 
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communities. In addition, it answers questions about what kind of significance the residents see 
on the sites and if they want to initiate some kind of preservation initiative in the area. 
Archaeological research in the area has impacted the villages in their sense of awareness 
regarding the archaeological sites and the expectations that they have for the future of the village 
and the sites. As explained before, the presence of the archaeologists created an awareness in 
both villages about the existence of the sites. In both villages, rules of engagement with 
archaeological resources became more rigid. Before the arrival of the PACP, both villages used 
stones as a raw material for the construction of houses. They have their own local rules to 
consume these materials. In both villages only stones that are detached from the structures were  
 
 
Figure 6.16. Interaction between participants and archaeologists/students during the PCAP. 
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used for construction. They collected them from the floor and piled them around the mounds for 
future use. After the arrival of the PACP the practice seems to have stopped at least in one of the 
villages and in the other only when a community endeavor required some rocks.  
Another change in the villages is the economic expectations that the archaeologists 
brought to the village. During the field seasons that have had an excavation component, the  
PACP provided a good source of well-paid employment. This seems to be an important 
consideration in the villages as demonstrated in 2006 when the people of Palos Blancos did not 
want the project to work in their village unless they hired locals to do the job. In the 2005 season, 
most of the workers were from the village of Palmarejo.  Many of the residents and participants 
asked me about the future of the excavations there and if the PACP will be returning back. Also, 
some of the workers have heard from people from different regions about long-term project like 
the one in Pueblo Nuevo conducted by the Kenyon College. In addition, the residents are aware 
of how archaeological sites can change the economy of a village by hearing stories from Copán 
brought by some of the residents that used to live in that department. These expectations may be 
reinforced by casual conversations between workers and students from the field school. 
Questions about “cuando nos construyen el parque” [where they are going to build us a park] 
“cuando vienen los gringos, que cuando viene la gente se levanta” [when the archaeologists are 
going to come, when they come, the people raise] were very common through the years the 
PACP was there and during my time gathering the data for this study.  
All these expectations were developed through the contact of the residents with 
archaeologists and students. The type of contact between residents and archaeologists/student 
was not the same for everybody. During my interviews some of the residents were not aware of 
the project or the presence of the archaeologists. Most of these residents were not living in the 
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villages at the time of the project. Other residents acknowledged or were aware of the project in 
the village, but did not have a direct contact with the project. Some residents had the chance to 
talk and depart with the archaeologists and the students in different areas of the villages, like the 
local pulperia or the trails around the villages. Others, especially form the village of Palmarejo, 
had the chance to work for several seasons with the archaeologists and the students. Finally, 
there were a few that were always in contact with the archaeologists, having multiple ways of 
interaction with them (Figure 6.16).  
 
 
 
Figure 6.17. Potential uses for the land around the archaeological sites or the sites according to the residents 
of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. 
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The participants from both communities have diverse opinions about how to employ the 
land where the archaeological sites stand today as illustrated by a bar chart (Figure 6.17). There 
is a large majority that does not have an opinion or do not know what to do with the land or with 
the sites (Palmarejo 38 percent, Palos Blancos 27 percent). Those that do have an opinion about 
the future of the sites, have many different suggestions. The most common suggestion from the  
participants was to develop the sites into tourist attractions or recreational facilities (Palos 
Blancos 25 percent, Palmarejo 19 percent). These include the creation of an eco-archaeological 
park or a parque in the Honduran sense for the recreation of the people of the village. Other 
participants, all from Palmarejo suggest that the sites should make space for other sociocultural 
facilities for the community, such as schools, a church, and even new residences within the 
village (Palmarejo 14 percent). This was followed by residents that want that the land around the 
sites keep its current use as a livelihood and labor area for the villages (Palos Blancos 13 percent, 
Palmarejo 8 percent). There is another group of residents that would like the sites to be the 
source of long-term excavation and archaeological projects in the villages (Palos Blancos 6 
percent, Palmarejo 11 percent). There are other residents that want a combination of the previous 
suggestions (Palos Blancos 13 percent, Palmarejo 14 percent). Finally, there is a group of 
residents that do not see any future in the development of the land or the archaeological sites 
(Palos Blancos 8 percent; Palmarejo 8 percent). 
 Based on these responses, other responses through the interviews, and the participants’ 
interaction with the archaeological sites, I try to calculate what kind of value or significance the 
archaeological sites have to the residents of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. Due the difficulty of 
the task and the subjectivity that may be involved in deciding which value may be ascribed to the  
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Figure 6.18. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: ‘Are the Sites a Benefit for the Community?’ 
 
site by each resident, I decided to use the typology suggested by Mason and the Getty Institute 
(Mason 2002). This typology divides values between economic and sociocultural as a point of  
departure to understand to understand heritage value in a particular context. I asked the residents 
if they consider the sites a benefit for the community and why (Figure 6.18). This, compared 
with the responses to the rest of the interviews and their suggested future use for the land and the 
sites, allowed me to classify a potential sociocultural or economic value to the sites by each 
resident. The bar graph above suggests that the majority of the residents consider the site a 
benefit (Palos Blancos 56 percent, Palmarejo 59 percent). 
It is important to clarify that the definition of benefit used by the participants is not 
related to the goals of conservation, it can be something opposed to conservation, but still a 
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benefit for the community. The following is a summary of the responses from the participants. 
To the question if the sites are a benefit or not for the communities, I obtained the following 
responses from those that consider the site a benefit. Among the sociocultural benefits of the 
archaeological sites are: 1) The sites serve as a way to present and identify the communities; 2) 
The sites are areas of recreation and solace; 3) The sites are part of the memories, like mementos 
about the past of the community, where the dead, the past is remembered; 4) The sites could be a 
source of community pride once they learn about them; and 5) The sites could be a source of 
knowledge or at least of curiosity. Among the economic benefits that the sites bring to the 
community are: 1) The sites may bring jobs, they can bring potential jobs opportunities; 2) The 
sites contain treasures and riches awaiting to be discovered; 3) The sites can become 
archaeological parks or eco-archaeological like Copan or Los Naranjos; 4) The sites have the 
potential of increasing the values of their properties; and 5) The sites are source of raw materials 
for the construction of houses.   
As I mentioned above, based on the responses to these questions and a careful analysis of 
each of the participants’ interviews, I assigned a possible value that each resident may ascribed 
to the archaeological sites. The values are sociocultural or economic. Some residents reflect 
answers that suggest the possibility of ascribing both values to the sites and others no value 
whatsoever. The majority of the participants provided answers and revealed attitudes that suggest 
that the archaeological sites have both sociocultural and economic value (Palos Blancos 31 
percent, Palos Blancos 22 percent). There was another majority which interviews suggest that the 
site do not have any value (Palos Blancos 19 percent, Palmarejo 30 percent). This is followed by 
the participants that their interviews suggest an economic value for the archaeological sites  
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Figure 6.19. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: Economic and sociocultural values. 
 
(Palos Blancos 25 percent, Palmarejo 22 percent). Another portion of the participants’ interviews 
suggest that the sites have only a sociocultural value (Palos Blancos 19 percent, Palmarejo 11 
percent). Finally, there are the participants that did not have a response or did not know an 
answer (Palos Blancos 6 percent, Palmarejo 16 percent). The graph suggests that most of the 
participants may ascribe a particular value or values to the archaeological sites. It is important to 
notice that the economic value is the one with more responses as a stand-alone value and it is 
also represented in the category of both values. However, because this is an assessment based on 
particular answers during the interview and not from particular questions to the participants, this 
exercise has to be consider as one of many outcomes in the perception of values by the residents. 
In addition, as I explained in sub-question two, any process of value has to be linked to place 
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attachment, knowledge, and also awareness. This is not the case yet in the villages of Palmarejo 
and Palos Blancos due the fact that they do not have yet the information about the archaeological 
sites.  
Discussion: Sub-question Three 
The participants and the residents of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos were witness of 
several archaeological seasons in their respective villages. During those seasons, the PACP 
provided a source of good paid employment to many residents, most of the village of Palmarejo. 
During those seasons, residents, archaeologists, and students interacted through several contexts 
that included fieldwork or the occasional conversation and exchanges of ideas outside the field. 
These contact with the archaeologists plus the benefits of the archaeological work brought some 
expectations in the residents of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. Many expectations are economic in 
nature, looking for the improvement of the conditions of the village. Although there are 
sociocultural expectations, economic considerations may supersede them especially due the 
economic situation of the villages. These expectations can be associated in a preliminary form 
with economic and sociocultural values as a point of departure to understand the potential values 
that the residents may ascribed in the archaeological sites.  
A preliminary assessment of these potential values based on a deep analysis of the 
interviews and the questions discussed in this section, suggest that there could be potentially  
sociocultural and economic values involved. This asked another question to this topic: Are the 
residents of the Palmarejo and Palos Blancos willing to preserve the archaeological sites for the 
sake of conservation or for the expectations that these sites may have created? Figure 6.20 
present the different opinions about archaeological conservation that the residents have. The 
majority want to preserve the archaeological sites (Palos Blancos 56 percent, Palmarejo 62 
305 
 
 
Figure 6.20. Palmarejo and Palos Blancos: ‘Should the Sites be Preserved?’ 
 
percent), while the rest of the participants divide themselves in against preserving (Palos Blancos 
13 percent, Palmarejo 3 percent), neutral about preservation (Palos Blancos 13 percent, 
Palmarejo 19 percent) and those without a response or known answer (Palos Blancos 19 percent, 
Palmarejo 16 percent). These responses are interesting, especially when in the question regarding 
what should be do with the archaeological sites, many responded that the sites should be used for 
different purposes rather than conservation. Do the villagers have a different definition of what 
constitutes conservation? This also brought the issue of what may happen when the residents 
realized that the potential uses and expectations that they have may never come. This potential 
problem is the one that support the development of community-based conservation project in the 
short-term. 
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Conclusion: Sub-question Three 
Archaeological research performed by the PACP during several seasons impacted the 
communities of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos regarding their perceptions of the archaeological 
sites that surrounds them. Before the arrival of the PACP, as many residents admitted, the 
existence of the archaeological site was part of the quotidian life of the village. Archaeological 
sites were just part of the landscape and not much attention was paid to them. The arrival of the 
PACP created an awareness of the potential of the archaeological sites, a potential viewed as an 
economic asset for the development of the villages. Sustained by rumors from other areas of the 
valley, by the stories of how other areas with archaeological sites developed with time, and 
conversations with archaeologists and students, the residents created their own expectations 
about the archaeological sites. These expectations have assigned values and worth to the sites, 
ideas that were not there before. The residents of the valley do not have much knowledge about 
the sites due the low duration of the projects and other factors like the Coup of 2009 or the 
violence in the country. These factors precluded that the residents developed an awareness 
beyond the potential economic worth of the archaeological sites. Although it seems that there are 
some sociocultural values involved, they are not sustained by knowledge of sites. Therefore, the 
major impact of archaeological research in the area is the perception of the archaeological sites 
as tool for development and economic improvement for the residents and the village in general. 
Revisiting the Research Main Question 
After answering each of the three research sub-question, it is time to address the main 
research question of this study: In what ways and to what extent do social/cultural perceptions, 
socioeconomic realities, and the archaeological practice influence the conservation of 
archaeological resources in the Palmarejo Valley, Honduras? According to the findings of this 
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study, the conservation of archaeological resources in these two villages in the valley of 
Palmarejo is very good compared to other areas in Northwestern Honduras. Although there may 
be problems in other areas of the valley, like in the town of Nueva Suyapa, the villages of 
Palmarejo and Palos Blancos have maintained a constant level of good preservation of their 
archaeological sites for the last ten years. The last news that I have from area, suggest that by the 
Summer of 2014, the sites still in good condition30 The main threats to the archaeological record 
that are most common in Honduras, development and looting, have not arrived to the valley. The 
question remains if this degree of conservation is related to one of the three subjects included in 
the main research question: sociocultural perspectives, socioeconomic realities, or the 
archaeological practice through research in the valley. In this section with the goal of answering 
the main research question, I address these subjects.  
The first subject, sociocultural perspectives refers to the cultural and social perceptions 
that the residents have about the archaeological site including explanations about their origin, 
their existence, and their purpose in the valley. As the findings suggested, the residents of both 
villages have their own explanation for the origin and existence of the ruins. The ruins are 
associated with legends, stories, and supernatural experiences for some residents, for other the 
sites are just remains from the past that some ancient culture left behind. The identity of the 
builders of the ancient communities still a debate among the residents, however the majority of 
the residents of both communities are inclined to believe that the Maya were the builders of the 
sites. Other participants, having worked with the archaeologists during the excavation seasons of 
the PACP, have other ideas and perceptions about who built the ruins based on conversations and 
experiences during these field seasons. This last fact applied especially to the residents of 
                                                 
30 Personal communication, Jorge Bueso, August 2014. 
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Palmarejo, which had more opportunities to be employed by the PACP. These workers shared 
the information acquired and their experience with other members of the village, reinforcing 
residents’ perspective about the site.  
Some residents argued that they are starting to feel some pride for the existence of the 
archaeological sites in their communities. This applied to both villages, Palmarejo and Palos 
Blancos. These feelings of pride come from the fact that the villages are being visited by foreign 
archaeologists interested in the cerritos that are all over the place. These feelings are reinforced 
by the knowledge and perceptions acquired from other sources of information like the one 
brought home by the children from the school, the one acquired from the media especially the 
television or the radio, and through face to face communication. All of these factors seem to 
create a positive perception regarding the archaeological sites that may be aiding in their 
preservation. However, it is important to notice that most of the opinions about the 
archaeological sites in the villages are based on new acquired partial knowledge during the years 
where the PACP was excavating in the area and any attachment that the community may feel is 
toward the land that contains the site and not to the site itself. Therefore, it can be concluded that 
sociocultural perspectives may have a small role in the conservation of the archaeological sites 
but not because their archaeological/cultural value. Archaeological sites are just a part of the 
landscape of the area and the residents still have to understand their sociocultural value.  
The second subject, socioeconomic realities, refers to the economic factors that operate 
within the villages that may be affecting the archaeological sites directly or indirectly. This 
includes how the residents use the land where the archaeological sites are located and how the 
archaeological sites affect the use of that land. Each of the villages of this study interacts with 
their respective archaeological site in their own particular manner. This is defined by the location 
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of the archaeological site within the boundaries of the village. In Palmarejo, the site is located in 
the northwest area of the village, bordering the living areas. The site is enclosed in a private 
property and only borders the residential areas through it southeast corner. In the case of Palos 
Blancos, the site is enclosed within the center of the village. The east side of the site is adjoining 
what can be considered the center of the village, while the west side is near some residential 
areas along the entrance of the village. Although both villages interacted with their respective 
sites by doing the same kind of activities, the land around the site of Palos Blancos is mostly 
used for cattle. In Palmarejo, the land around the sites is mostly used for multiple purposes 
including farming and cattle.  
The majority of the residents of both villages agreed that the sites are not an obstacle for 
the use of the land. Both villages have adapted to do their daily activities around the sites, which 
are viewed as part of the landscape. In both villages, the sites are used for recreational and social 
purposes, being a central feature in the villages. However, in the past and probably today but in 
minor scale, the residents have used stones from the structure for the construction of houses or 
walls. According to the residents, the use of stones and other resources from the sites is regulated 
by unofficial rules that everybody follows due habit or custom. For example, in the case of the 
use of stones, people can only use stones that have detached from the mounds and with previous 
authorization from the landowner. Although this seems to be under control, there is the potential 
that the practice increases as the demand for raw materials increase. Also, there have been 
incidents of looting in the past in one of the villages and there is the potential for looting in the 
future especially in the village of Palmarejo. In that village, residents have been approached by 
individuals looking for artifacts to buy and eventually sell. All these activities have the potential 
to affect negatively the conservation of archaeological resources in the valley, especially now, 
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where many landowners are shifting land use from agriculture to cattle or wood plantation. 
These new industries precluded the necessity of laborers, increasing the demand for jobs in the 
valley. These eventually can create a positive environment for looting in the valley done by 
people looking to support their family. Taking into consideration all these factors, it can be 
concluded that although by the time of this study, the economic realities in the area were not 
affecting the conservation of archaeological resources in the villages, there is the potential that 
any change in the fragile economies of the villages could affect this scenario. 
The third subject, the archaeological practice, refers to the impact that the field seasons 
performed by the PACP from 2004 to 2008 have in the residents of the villages. The presence of 
the project in the villages created an awareness about the archaeology in the area. Before the 
arrival of the project, archaeological sites were viewed as part of the landscape. Some residents 
were not aware that the cerritos were in fact archaeological sites. Others that were aware of the 
sites, did not have any interest in them because the sites have been always part of their 
surroundings. In both villages, the arrival of the PACP not only created an awareness about the 
sites, but also an awareness about the potential of archaeology as an economic asset for the 
development of villages and the residents’ economy. By interacting with archaeologists, 
students, hearing rumors from other regions in which archaeology was practice in a steady 
fashion, the residents created their own expectations about the sites. These expectations assigned 
values and worth to the sites. The majority of the residents began to change their interactions 
with the archaeological sites and some became more conscious about the conservation of the site. 
However, it is not clear that these conservation is motivated to the hope and expectations that 
they created. The residents expect the return of the archaeologists and the eventual development 
of a park or tourist attraction that may improve their livelihood and their villages. Both villages 
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have taken steps to improve the preservation of the sites, taking more care in their interaction 
with them and in some cases changing land uses and controlling behavior. In Palos Blancos, 
residents changed the uses that they give to a particular plot of land to improve the conservation 
of the structures. In both villages, the control of the use of stones as raw material for construction 
became stricter, aiming to help in the preservation. However, it seems that the preservation 
efforts are supported by the hopes and expectations of the development of an archaeological 
enterprise in the valley. 
 The behavior of the residents is akin to what Darvill have called option value, in which 
the value of a particular object is measured for their potential qualities in the future. The idea is 
the preservation of archaeological remains to preserve a range of options for the future (Darvill 
2005b). Taking into consideration this factors, it can be concluded that the practice of 
archaeology has had a positive effect in the conservation of archaeological resources in the 
valley. However, due the lack of opportunities to disseminate the results of the project to the 
residents, they have developed a concept of archaeology based in worth and economic values. 
This conservation may be fragile and temporary because it can change as soon as the residents 
perceived that the project or the development that they are expecting may not come anytime 
soon. In addition, the awareness of the existence of the sites can trigger the desire by the 
community to exploit those resources by themselves in the absence of alternatives. 
In summary, the main research question can be answered in the following way: 
Sociocultural perceptions in Palmarejo and Palos Blancos were supported mainly by outside 
sources of information, education, and understanding of the national discourse of mestizaje and 
mayanization. These perceptions together with the new experiences and knowledge brought by 
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the PACP contribute in some extension to the understanding of the archaeological sites in the 
valley and may affect positively the conservation of archaeological resources in the area.   
Socioeconomic realities in the valley may have the potential of affecting the conservation 
of the archaeological sites in a negative form. Although by the time of the study, the 
conservation of the archaeological sites in the villages was good, any change in the economy of 
the area can increase the potential of looting and the consumption of raw materials like stone. 
Several interviews with the residents suggest that there is the potential for the development of 
these activities in the valley. The economy of the villages is changing due the shift in land uses 
and unemployment was increasing at the time of this study. Some residents have been contacted 
by collectors and sometimes influences from outside can influence the intention of the residents. 
Therefore, socioeconomic realities are factors that need to be monitored in the villages to see the 
potential impact in the conservation of resources of the valley.  
Finally, the impact of archaeological practice can have a positive or a negative impact in 
the conservation of archaeological resources in the valley. The presence of the PACP in the area 
increased the awareness about the sites in the area. Archaeological sites were taken out of their 
invisibility and became part of the realities of the communities. Sites are being preserved in the 
hopes of a tourist development or a steady archaeological project. However, expectations can 
disappear through time, opening the door for other avenues of income that may include looting 
and the opening of the villages to collectors and the antiquities market, especially in Palos 
Blancos where the Ulúa marble vase was found. Therefore, the next question would be: What 
will happen after the expectations disappear?  Is in this respect that the data obtained in this 
study could help in the future. 
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Limits and Constraints of the Study 
At the conclusion of this study and before any recommendation or proposition for future 
research, it is important to establish the limitation and range of applications of the results of the 
study. First, the results of this study are the product of a particular period of time in the history of 
Honduras. The data was collected between 2010 and 2011, a period of instability in Honduras. In 
that time, Honduras was recovering from the military coup of June 26, 2009. The President of 
Honduras at that time, Manuel Zelaya, was ousted by a coup supported by the Military and the 
Honduran Congress (Euraque 2010a). The administration of the country passed to the de facto 
president Roberto Micheletti, which eventually passed the power to President Porfirio Lobo. This 
period of subsequent and sudden change was a very stressful and sad period for many residents 
in the country. The government of Roberto Micheletti was not recognized internationally and the 
entering administration of President Lobo was not viewed as a legitimate succession to the 
presidency of Manuel Zelaya. President Lobo was viewed as lenient toward the responsible 
groups for the coup. In addition, the elections in which Lobo was elected, were protected by the 
people and electoral participation was very low (Joyce 2010). 
All these previous factors may have influence the villages during the time of data 
collection. During the interviews, I could sense that participants limited their discussion to the 
municipal government, avoiding conversations about the central government. I perceived a 
certain discomfort when trying to explore the perceptions of the villages and the national 
government. I did not push the topic into the participants and just limited myself to document the 
fact in my notes. I have to consider this fact in analyzing the data. 
Second, the data and the results obtained from this research are limited to the context of 
the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. It can be used to make comparisons with similar 
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scenarios in Honduras or elsewhere, however the results are contextual to the time and space in 
which the data was collected. The results of this study can be used also as point of comparison in 
case a similar study is conducted in the area in the future. Third, the results only reflect the 
perception of the adult population of only two villages of the valley. There other villages and a 
town in the valley that may present a different scenario than the one introduced in this study. 
Recommendations  
In this section I made certain recommendations to address the potential problem of 
conservation in the villages of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. In addition, I make additional 
recommendations to things that could be considered in other levels of the government to support 
any local effort of conservation. Efforts in conservation should start at the municipal and local 
level. The authorities at these levels need to cooperate with the IHAH authorities to create a 
protection plan. First efforts should be directed to record the number of archaeological sites that 
are in each municipality. The local community, as the first point of contact with archaeological 
sites can help with the location of the archaeological sites. These efforts could be coordinate 
between the municipalities and the patronatos of the local communities. According to the IHAH 
archeologist Oscar Neil, Honduras may have more than 140,000 areas of archaeological interest, 
but only 2,000 are registered with the IHAH (La Prensa 201331) The IHAH due their limited 
budget and personal cannot expand the archaeological site registry. The cooperation between the 
municipal government and the local communities that have archaeological sites within their areas 
could help the IHAH in their efforts. The municipality could be the ideal contact point between 
the authorities of the IHAH and the local communities. It has been argued that the municipality 
or “la patria chica” (the small country) has been the basic unit of governance in Honduras since 
                                                 
31 La Prensa, September 4, 2013, newspaper. 
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the time of the conquest (Carías 2007:10-11). The support of the municipality in conservation 
efforts is something that should be considered.  
The municipality has been a special force behind conservation in certain areas of 
Honduras. For example, in Pimienta, the colonia of Santiago have made many efforts to maintain 
the site of Cerro Palenque in good shape after plans for its development were abandoned after the 
Coup of 2009. The community has different activities that promote the site inside the 
community. Residents cooperate with the maintenance of the site and with the celebration of 
cultural activities to promote the site. They even have their own Facebook page with information 
about the locality, in which Cerro Palenque have a strong leading role.32 Another example is the 
municipality of San Juan de Ojojona in the department of Francisco Morazán. This municipality 
with the aid of the AECID33 has developed a project for the promotion of their cultural 
patrimony that includes the printing of educational books regarding conservation and the cultural 
patrimony of the country. These books are used in the school and are available in several levels 
of learning.  
Archaeologists with incoming projects in local communities should act as mediators 
between the IHAH, the municipality, and the local community. The patronatos are a very 
important institution in each of the local communities. As discussed in Chapter five, the 
patronatos are auxiliary institutions for the municipalities, which oversee the improvement of 
their own communities. The patronatos were created by the Law of Municipalities of 1993 and 
recently their capacity has been reformed by the Law of Patronatos and Community Associations 
of 2014. Now the patronatos has their own legal personality as an autonomous institutions and 
                                                 
32 Santiago, Pimienta Cortés, Facebook page: https://www.facebook.com/Santiago-Pimienta-Cort percentC3 
percentA9s-115849198498981/?fref=ts , accessed November 16, 2015. 
33 Agencia Española de Cooperación Internacional para el Desarrollo 
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can start initiatives to promote the development of their respective communities in collaboration 
with their municipalities. This new capacity of the patronatos allows them to initiate their own 
projects, placing them in an important position to help in the conservation of the archaeological 
resources of their own communities with the cooperation of the municipality.  
Finally, archaeological project can help local communities to develop a conservation plan 
of their resources. This help need to start with consulting the communities about their opinions, 
plans, and priorities. This communication should start at the beginning of the project and if 
income and time allowed it, should include some kind of study of the community. 
Archaeological projects need to share the information resulted from the excavations and help the 
community to prepare a conservation plan. This conservation plan could be as simple as having 
the community oversee the archaeological sites. The community with the help of the 
archaeologist could have a person that can act as a keeper of the archaeological sites. During the 
administration of Dr. Euraque, a similar program was developed by the IHAH. The purpose of 
the program was to train local residents in the preservation of their own community 
archaeological resources. The participants participated in a workshop that trained them in the 
basic about cultural patrimony, the laws, and the potential of developing a local registry of 
archaeological sites. All these efforts were gone with the Coup of 2009. 
Future Research 
The results of this study only applied to the context of the villages of Palmarejo and Palos 
Blancos, however the research design could be applied or adapted to other scenarios in Honduras 
and elsewhere especially in the context of rural communities. Most of the archaeological sites in 
Honduras are believed to be out of the urban areas, and this kind of research design may help to 
address similar problems elsewhere. The results could be compared with the results of this study 
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to examine differences and similarities in the interaction of present-day population and ancient 
sites. 
Regarding further research in the area. I would like to explore the perspective from the 
children’s point of view. I did not have the chance to interview any children due the limitations 
established by the IRB document governing this study, however it seems that children can 
provide a deeper look on how education may affect sociocultural perspectives that people may 
have about the sites. In addition, I would like to explore the place of attachment in the 
community. Through my research, I only explored the sociocultural perceptions about the 
archaeological sites and I did not address the sociocultural perceptions about place (Johnston 
2014). This can be beneficial in trying to developing an approach to conservation based on place 
attachment, an approach that has been proposed when addressing conservation among non-
descendant communities like the population of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos (Wright 2015).  
Last Words 
As I mentioned at the beginning of this study, the main goal of this research was to 
understand the social context of two archaeological sites in the Naco Valley, Honduras, 
Palmarejo and Palos Blancos. The understanding of that context was considered necessary for 
the development of any conservation initiative with the cooperation of the present-day 
communities. Through this study, an initial understanding of the interaction between the villages 
and their respective sites was achieved. Both archaeological sites are part of the landscape 
surrounding the villages and part of the daily lives of the residents. Until the arrival of the PCAP, 
there was not any awareness about the archaeological sites, their content, and its potential. This 
awareness is based mostly in the expectations created by the practice of archaeology in the area. 
The residents dream about archeological parks, tourism/village development, and steady 
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employment. However, the residents lack the knowledge necessary for a better understanding of 
the sites and ignore the possible consequences that tourism and development may bring to the 
area. It is important that any future work in the PAZ include a plan for the education and 
orientation of the present day communities regarding these topics. This can be achieved by using 
the same methodology that was used to gather the data: archaeological ethnography. As 
discussed through the study, archaeological ethnography is not only a methodology for data 
collection but also one that can be used to develop collaborative approaches between 
archaeologists and communities. The development of any collaborative project between 
communities, archaeologists, and the IHAH for the conservation of archaeological resources in 
the PAZ needs to be designed along the lines of archaeological ethnographic methods such as 
participatory action research and/or community-based participatory research.  
Archaeologists have an ethical responsibility with the communities that are involved 
during their archaeological research. Therefore, it is important for the archaeologists to take 
advantage of methodologies such as archaeological ethnography to understand better the social 
settings of their own archaeological projects, the expectations that the project create in the 
residents, and the potential impact that the archaeological practice may have in the communities. 
Integrating ethnographic approaches to the practice of archaeology could be beneficial not only 
for the residents but for the archaeological sites as well. Understanding the sociocultural 
perceptions and economic realities that impact archaeological sites as parts of different social 
contexts worldwide could help to reconcile the need for development and conservation at the 
local level, the first locus of contact between the past and the present.  
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APPENDIX I 
 
Archaeological Site Evaluation Form 
 
Archaeological Site Evaluation Sheet/Archaeological Survey 2010 
Date:                                            Site: 
Class:                                                    Investigator: Moreno 
 
Damage Matrix: No damage:  0% / Minimal 10% or less/ Minor 10%-20% / Medium 
20%-30%/ Damaged 30%-50% /Severe 50%-65% /Devastating 65%-80%/Destroyed – over 80% 
 
Type Structure Damage Type I 0-25 % /Type II 26-50 % of structure damaged/Type III 
51-75 %/Type IV 76-100 % 
Structure:   Location:    elevation/error:  
North 
side 
 
South 
Side 
East 
Side 
West 
Side 
Top Average Type 
Structure 
Damage 
       
 
Observations and Comments:  
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APPENDIX II 
 
Interview Guide, Population Pool, and Participant Demographic Matrix 
 
Spanish/English Interview Guide 
Estrategias del diario vivir, ruinas arqueológicas, y la ley del patrimonio cultural en las 
comunidades de Palmarejo y Palos Blancos en el valle de Naco, Honduras 
Guía Entrevista Palmarejo y Palos Blancos 
 
Strategies of daily living, archaeological ruins, and the law of cultural heritage in the 
communities of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos in the Valley of Naco, Honduras 
Interview Guide Palmarejo and Palos Blancos 
 
Entrevista # _____     Participante # _____   Nombre ficticio _______   
Fecha ______________  
Comunidad ______________ 
 
Interview # _____ Participant # _____ Fictitious name ______________ 
Date___________ 
Community _____________ 
 
1. Consiente a ser entrevistado ____      Se le informo de esta entrevista _____   Edad   
_____       Sexo   _____     Nivel de Educación _____________ Ingreso (persona) 
_______   Personas en la casa _____   Familias en la casa ______ estado civil ____ hijos 
______   
Consents to be interviewed ______  Were you informed about this 
interview______ Age 
_____  Gender _______  Level of Education ______________  Income (person) 
________ Number of people in the house _________ Number of families in the house 
_______ Marital status ________ Children ________ 
 
 
2. ¿Quiso seguir estudiando?  ¿Por qué no pudo?  ¿sus hijos? 
Do you wanted to continue studying?  Why couldn’t you?   Your children? 
 
3. Ocupación o fuente de mayor ingreso de la casa/familia (del entrevistado): 
Occupation or major source of household income / family (interviewee) 
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4. Origen:  entrevistado ______   padres _______   familia en general/ancestros  
Origin:  interiewee _______ parents _______ family in general/ancestors                  
 
5. Producción de alimentos: ¿lo compran?  ¿La producen?   
Food source: Is it bought? Is it produced? 
 
6.  ¿Qué otra actividad adicional hace su familia para producir ingreso? 
What additional activities does your family do to produce or generate income? 
 
7. ¿Posee ganado?   ¿Cuánto?  ¿Qué tipo?     ¿Cultivos?  ¿Otros productos? 
Do you own cattle? How many? What type? Crops? Other products? 
 
8. ¿Es usted dueño de la tierra? ¿Usufructuario?  ¿Arrendatario? / Tiempo viviendo en la 
comunidad. 
Are you the owner of the land? Usufructuary? Lessee? Time living in the 
community. 
 
9. Mencione todos los grupos indígenas que conoce:   Mencione todos los parques 
arqueológicos que conoce:  
List all known indigenous groups:   List all known archaeological parks: 
 
10. Ha oído usted de:  Mayas ___  Chortí ____  Lencas ___  Pech ___ Tolupanes (Jicaques) 
____ Misquitos ____  
Have you heard about: Mayas _____ Chortí _____ Lencas _____ Pech _____ 
Tolupanes (Jicaques) ______ Misquitos ______ 
 
11. Ha oído de:  Copan Ruinas ____ Los Naranjos ___ Currusté ____   El Puente ____ La 
Sierra ____    
Have you heard about:  Copan Ruinas ____ Los Naranjos ___ Currusté ____   El 
Puente ____ La Sierra ____    
 
12. ¿Qué sabe usted de los sitios arqueológicos de esta área? ¿Del de su comunidad? ¿Desde 
cuándo los conoce? 
What do you know of the archaeological sites in this area? The one from your 
community? Since when you have known about them? 
 
13. ¿Cómo los llama usted?  ¿Cerritos ___ borditos ___ montículos ____ Como usted los 
describiría? (Si le fuera a contar a un extraño) 
How you name them?  Little hills?___ borditos ___ mounds____    
 
  
14. ¿Aprendió usted algo de ellos en la escuela?  ¿De sus padres/familia? ¿Qué le dice sobre 
ellos a sus hijos?  
Did you learn something about them in school? From your parents/family? What 
do you say about them to your children? 
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15. ¿Qué actividades hace usted si alguna en los sitios?    
What activities, if any do you do in these sites? 
 
16.  ¿Qué tipo de actividad conoce usted que otros/comunidad haga en los sitios?   
What kind of activity do you know others/communities perform in these sites? 
 
17. ¿Alguna vez ha usado los sitios como fuentes de materiales de construcción?   
Have you ever used the sites as sources of building materials? 
 
18. ¿Para excavar y encontrar objetos para venderlos?  
To dig and find items to sell? 
 
19. ¿Quién construyo los sitios? ¿Considera a los constructores del sitio sus ancestros? 
¿Cómo cree usted que los sitios fueron creados o construidos? 
Who built the sites?  Do you consider the sites builders your ancestors? How do 
you think the sites were created or built? 
 
20. ¿Conoce usted al IHAH? ¿Conoce usted la ley del patrimonio cultural? ¿Qué es? (si sabe) 
Do you know the IHAH, for its acronym in Spanish Honduran Institute of 
Anthropology and History?  Do you know the law of cultural heritage? What is it? 
(if you know) 
 
21. ¿Qué es para usted patrimonio cultural/nacional?  
What is for you the cultural / national heritage? 
 
22. ¿Qué es historia y el pasado para usted?  ¿Qué es cultura?  
What is history and the past for you? What is culture? 
 
23. ¿Qué es arqueología? ¿Qué hacen los arqueólogos según usted? 
What is archeology?  What do you think archeologyst do? 
 
24. ¿Espera usted que se haga algo con los sitios arqueológicos? 
Do you expect something to be done with the archaeological sites? 
 
25. Ve usted los sitios como una carga o como un beneficio (explique) (se permite aclarar 
carga/beneficio) Actitud hacia las ruinas (Positiva, Negativa, Neutral, Indecisa/insegura, 
No Sabe/No Aplica) 
You see the sites as a burden or as a benefit? (explain) (it is allow to clarify 
burden/benefit) Attitude towards the ruins (Positive, Negative, Neutral, 
Undecided / insecure, Not Know / Not Applicable) 
 
26. ¿Alguna vez se le ha acercado alguien ofreciéndole comprar/vender artefactos? ¿Alguna 
vez alguien que no sea los arqueólogos o el instituto ha estado excavando/investigando 
las ruinas? 
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Have you ever been approached by someone offering to buy/sell artifacts? 
Someone other than archaeologists or the institute has been digging / investigating 
the ruins? 
 
27. ¿Ha visitado alguna vez un parque, museo, o sitio histórico? ¿Cuáles? 
Have you ever visited a park, museum, or historical site? Which ones? 
 
28. Que significa para usted vivir cerca de un sitio arqueológico (ruinas).  
What does it mean for you to live close to an archeological site (ruins) 
 
29. ¿Le gustaría saber más de los sitios arqueológicos de su área? ¿Por qué? 
Would you like to know more about the archaeological sites of your area?  Why? 
 
30. ¿Deben ser preservados los sitios? De ofrecerle alguna oportunidad para ayudar en la 
preservación de los sitios de su comunidad de forma voluntaria, ¿estaría dispuesta a ser 
entrenada o a tomar seminarios para hacerlo?  ¿Estaría dispuesta a trabajar con su 
comunidad para preservar los sitios? ¿Por qué? 
Should the sites be preserved?  If you are offer a chance to help in the 
preservation of the sites of your community voluntarily, would you be willing to 
be trained or take seminars to do it?  Would you be willing to work with the 
community to preserve the sites? Why? 
 
31. ¿Qué sabe usted de la historia de la comunidad?  
What do you know about the history of the community? 
 
32. ¿Cuándo su familia o usted se mudó para acá? ¿Sabe si todas las familias de la 
comunidad son locales? ¿Se ha mudado gente de otros sitios para esta comunidad? ¿De 
dónde? (si sabe) 
When your family or you moved over here? You know if all the families in the 
community are local? Have people from other places moved to this community?  
From where? (if you know) 
 
33. ¿Cuáles son las mejores cosas de vivir en esta comunidad?   ¿Las peores? 
What are the best things about living in this community? The worst? 
 
34.  ¿Cuáles son los mayores problemas/retos que enfrenta la comunidad hoy? ¿Que enfrenta 
su familia? ¿Que enfrenta usted? 
What are the major problems / challenges  the community is facing today? What 
is your family facing? What are you facing? 
 
35. ¿Sabe usted si la comunidad recibe ayuda de afuera? Gobierno, entidad, organización, 
iglesia... 
Do you know if the community receives help from outside. Government, agency, 
organizations, churches… 
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36. ¿Cómo ve usted el gobierno? ¿Cuál es su función? ¿Le gustaría que el gobierno fuera 
más activo en la comunidad?   
How do you see the government? What is the goverment role?  Would you like 
the government to be more active in the community? 
 
37. ¿Cómo es la criminalidad en el área? ¿Ha observado usted actividad criminal en los 
sitios? ¿Cree que los sitios puedan atraer más criminalidad al área? 
How is the crime in the area? Have you observed criminal activity in the sites? Do 
you think the sites can attract more crime to the area? 
 
38. ¿Cuál es su mayor fuente de información?  Televisión ___ Radio ____ Periódicos ____ 
Rumores/ Chambre ___ Computadora _____ 
What is your priary source of information?  Television ____ Radio _____ 
Newspaper __Rumors/Gossip ____  Computer ______ 
 
39. Se dice que el hondureño moderno es una mezcla de pueblos, entre los españoles y los 
indios (mestizo)/ ¿Que usted piensa de eso? Según usted, ¿el hondureño moderno es 
descendiente de que pueblos? 
It is said that the modern Honduran peoples is a mixture between Spaniards and 
Indians (halfblood)/ What do you think about that? According to you, the modern 
Hunduran are descendant from what group?   
 
40. ¿Se considera descendiente de los indios? ¿De qué grupo? ¿Cuál grupo indígena 
considera usted que son los ancestros del hondureño hoy en día?  
Do you consider yourself descendant of the indians?  Which group? What 
indigenous group do you considered are the ancestors of the today’s Honduran 
 
41. ¿Ha oído hablar de los mayas?  ¿De los lencas?   ¿Qué piensa de ellos?  
Have you heard about the mayas? Lencas? What do you think about them? 
 
42. ¿Conoce usted de historia de Honduras? ¿Conoce usted historia del Departamento? 
Conoce la historia del municipio y su comunidad. 
Do you know the history of Honduras? Do you know the history of your 
department? Do you know the history of your municipality and your community? 
 
43. ¿Conoce usted algún cuento o leyenda sobre la comunidad o sobre los sitios?   
Do you know a story or legend about the community or these sites? 
 
44. ¿Ha escuchado alguna historia cuento o leyenda sobre el origen/comienzo de los sitios?  
(quien contaba, leyenda familiares etc.) 
Have you heard a story or legend about the origin/beginning of these sites? 
 
Comentarios Adicionales:  
Additional comments: 
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Sample Participant Demographic Matrix
Participant Pseudonym Community Years in Community Gender Age Civil Status Education
1 Brianna Palos Blancos 40 F 40 Single second grade
2 Omar Palos Blancos 27 M 33 Single sixth grade
3 Maria Isabel Palos Blancos 55 F 71 Widow < six months
4 Maria  Palos Blancos 62 F 62 Married sixth grade
5 Hernan Palos Blancos 16 M 50 No response none
6 Cipriano Palos Blancos 22 M 40 Domestic Partnership third grade
7 Pedro Palos Blancos 18 M 49 Divorced < six months
8 Juan Gomez Palos Blancos 17 M 56 Married second grade
9 Gustavo Palos Blancos 18 M 44 No response none
10 Raul Palos Blancos 25 M 38 Domestic Partnership none
11 Rosa Palos Blancos 12 F 54 Domestic Partnership < six months
12 Albertina Palos Blancos 56 F 56 Married first grade
13 Marina Palos Blancos 23 F 39 Married fifth grade
14 Samuel Palos Blancos 40 M 66 Married none
15 Vanessa Palos Blancos 29 F 29 Married sixth grade
16 Yadira Palos Blancos 6 months F 36 Married none
17 Jose Antonio Palmarejo 22 M 48 Domestic Partnership sixth grade
18 Karla Dinorah Palmarejo 18 F 27 Single sixth grade
19 Maria Antonia Palmarejo 30 F 52 Domestic Partnership sixth grade
20 Juan Carlos Palmarejo 14 M 57 Married sixth grade
21 Maria Elena Palmarejo 22 F 50 Domestic Partnership none
22 Jessica Palmarejo 29 F 29 Single sixth grade
23 Marta Palmarejo 20 F 36 Domestic Partnership third grade
24 Keily Palmarejo 3 months F 25 Domestic Partnership sixth grade
25 Dulce Palmarejo 15 F 33 Married third grade
26 Sara Palmarejo 52 F 52 Married fifth grade
27 Elena Palmarejo 25 F 56 Married fourth grade
27b Miguel Palmarejo 25 M 72 Married none
28 Julio Palmarejo 16 M 49 Married none
29 Carlos Palmarejo 24 M 24 Single sixth grade
30 Nelson Palmarejo 10 M 27 Married none
31 Flor Palmarejo 8 F 51 Married none
32 Astrid Palmarejo 20 F 20 Domestic Partnership sixth grade
33 Marisol Palmarejo 10 F 18 Domestic Partnership third grade
34 Pedro Palmarejo 9 M 36 Married none
34b Antonia Palmarejo 9 F 40 Married third grade
35 Sabino Palmarejo 8 M 59 Married none
36 Carmen Palmarejo 30 F 30 Domestic Partnership sixth grade
37 Jose Eduardo Palmarejo 57 M 57 Married sixth grade
38 Carlos Palmarejo 20 M 35 Married sixth grade
39 Maria Irene Palmarejo 25 F 40 Domestic Partnership fourth grade
40 Angelica Palmarejo 21 F 21 Single Secondary/Upper
41 Karen  Palmarejo 25 F 41 Single fourth grade
42 Jose Torres Palmarejo 40 M 80 Single third grade
43 Norma Palmarejo 43 F 43 Married sixth grade
44 Rosa Delia Palmarejo 6 F 58 Domestic Partnership third grade
45 Aracely Palmarejo 5 F 35 Married none
46 Juan Alberto Palmarejo 35 M 58 Married fifth grade
47 Concepcion Palmarejo 28 F 75 Widow fifth grade
48 Maria Isabel SegundaPalmarejo 38 F 42 Married sixth grade
49 Julian Palmarejo 42 M 74 Married none
49b Gina Palmarejo 42 F 70 Married none
50 Alexa Palmarejo 23 F 23 Single Secondary/Upper
N=53 Palos Blancos=16 M= 20
30.19% 37.74%
Palmarejo= 37 F= 33
69.81% 62.26%
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Population Available for Sampling
Community Household People per Household
Palos Blancos 1 15
Palos Blancos 2 13
Palos Blancos 3 4
Palos Blancos 4 5
Palos Blancos 5 6
Palos Blancos 6 6
Palos Blancos 7 5
Palos Blancos 8 4
Palos Blancos 9 7
Palos Blancos 10 6
Palos Blancos 11 3
Palos Blancos 12 7
Palos Blancos 13 6
Palmarejo 1 3
Palmarejo 2 3
Palmarejo 3 6
Palmarejo 4 4
Palmarejo 5 2
Palmarejo 6 4
Palmarejo 7 5
Palmarejo 8 6
Palmarejo 9 5
Palmarejo 10 6
Palmarejo 11 3
Palmarejo 12 6
Palmarejo 13 4
Palmarejo 14 5
Palmarejo 15 4
Palmarejo 16 2
Palmarejo 17 7
Palmarejo 18 5
Palmarejo 19 5
Palmarejo 20 6
Palmarejo 21 5
Palmarejo 22 4
Palmarejo 23 3
Palmarejo 24 3
Palmarejo 25 5
Palmarejo 26 7
Palmarejo 27 5
Palmarejo 28 8
Palmarejo 29 5
Palmarejo 30 2
Palmarejo 31 5
Palmarejo 32 5
Palmarejo 33 7
Households Population Available*
Palos Blancos n=13 Palos Blancos 87
Total Households N=16 Palmarejo 155
Percentage 81.25%
Palmarejo n=33
Total Households N=48
Percentage 68.75%
* Population before appl ication exclus ion cri teria
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APPENDIX IV 
 
Final Codebook for Data Coding Analysis 
 
Final Codebook 
Main Codes: 98 
Interviews to Code: 50 
Level: Final Code Book 
 
Definitions 
 
I. Archaeology 
 
ARC_archaeologists- participants’ perspectives about archaeologists: opinions, what they do 
etc. 
 
ARC_archaeology- everything about archaeology as a topic, subject/main theme 
 
ARC_archaeology_what is- participants’ definitions of archaeology/what they understand by it. 
 
ARC_artifacts_folklore and beliefs- participants’ stories, legends, beliefs about artifacts found 
or owned. 
 
ARC_doing archaeology value- values of doing archaeology according to participants: 
economic, social, cultural etc.     
 
ARC_education- participants’ education about archaeology/wanting to learn more 
 
ARC_excavation_participating- participant experience with archaeology before. Ex: Working 
for a project 
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ARC_excavation_remembering- participants’ memories about archaeological work in the 
village. 
 
ARC_mounds_describing- participants’ description of mounds- as the see them. 
 
ARC_mounds_naming- different names for the mounds (cerritos, montículos etc). 
 
ARC_remains_value- values of archaeological remains (sites and artifacts): aesthetic, cultural, 
economic etc.  
 
ARC_sites_folklore and beliefs- participants’ stories, legends, beliefs about the sites (creation, 
local legends, etc) 
 
ARC_sites_how old they are- participants’ beliefs about the age of the sites.  
 
ARC_sites_identifying/recognizing- identifying or recognizing places as a site, or how 
participants identify a land feature as a site.  
 
ARC_sites_if they weren’t there- what participants’ might have done if the sites weren’t in the 
village.  
 
ARC_sites_impact_live/lihood – participants’ opinions about the impact of archaeological sites 
in their lives, work, household etc.  
 
ARC_sites_interacting_with_uses- participants’ uses and interaction with the site on an 
everyday basis. Ex: What kinds of activities are done there? 
 
ARC_sites_knowing- participants’ knowledge of the existence of archaeological sites in their 
community or adjacent communities. 
 
ARC_sites_learning/teaching_about- how or from whom the participants learned about the 
existence of the sites. Who taught them? How knowledge of the sites is transmitted? Similar to 
how knowledge of the past is transmitted, but applied to the sites.  
 
ARC_sites_life cycle- participants’ opinions/perceptions about how the sites were 
built/destroyed. 
 
ARC_sites_looting/known situations- participants’ knowledge of looting/non-authorized 
excavations in the archaeological sites.  
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ARC_sites_participant perception of site degradation- Participants’ accounts about sites 
degradation. Their own perception about how sites are being destroyed and why. Emic 
perspective of site destruction. 
 
ARC_sites_what they are/were- what the sites are/were: uses in the past.  
 
ARC_sites_what to do with them- what to do with the sites today, some suggestions from the 
participants.  
 
ARC_sites_who built them – who built the sites that are within the Palmarejo/Palos Blancos 
area.  
 
ARC_sites_who should do something – Who should do something with the sites?  Whose 
responsibility? 
 
II. Community  
 
 
COM_ activities_economic  _animals –Economic activities related to animals done by the 
community (not household) according to the participants.  
 
COM_activities_economic_farming- Economic activities related to agriculture done by the 
community (not household) according to the participants. 
 
COM_activities_educational- Educational activities done within the community for adults and 
children. 
 
COM_activities_employment/access- community access to employment or job 
sources/opportunities. 
 
COM_activities_recreational- Recreation activities done by/for the community. 
 
COM_commerce- Places where the communities make their business transaction. Ex: Market, 
products sale, etc.  
 
COM_community_needs- Things or facilities that communities need to improve their quality of 
life.  
 
COM_criminality- Perceptions of criminality within/without the villages. 
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COM_folklore/superstitions- Folklore or superstitions related to the community (NOT sites). 
 
COM_governance_organization- Communities relationship with government (municipal, 
national etc). Organizations within the community that have a governmental role. 
 
COM_infrastructure_education – facilities and infrastructure in the communities related to 
education. 
 
COM_infrastructure_power- facilities and infrastructure in the communities related to 
electricity. 
 
COM_infrastructure_transportation- facilities and infrastructure in the communities related to 
transportation and access to/from villages.  
 
COM_infrastructure_water - facilities and infrastructure in the communities related to 
transportation and access to/from villages. 
 
COM_living advantages – advantages of living in the villages according to participants. Best 
things. 
 
COM_living disadvantages– disadvantages of living in the villages according to participants. 
Worst things. 
 
COM_political perceptions/opinions- community/participants’ perceptions about the 
government and politics.  
 
COM_population_origins- participants’ perception about the origin of the people living in the 
community, past and present.  
COM_receiving help- Receiving help from outside the community: Government or 
Organization. Positives Responses only. 
 
COM_relations_central government- community relations with the national government as 
perceived by participants. 
 
COM_relations_municipality- community relations with the municipal government as 
perceived by participants.  
 
COM_religion- community religious beliefs, activities, perceptions etc. 
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COM_villages_past- participants’ recollection about the village in past years.  
 
III. Cultural Patrimony Management 
 
CPM_conservation_helping- participants’ doing things to preserve sites (consciously or not). 
 
CPM_conservation_ideas_suggestions- participants’ ideas or suggestion for the preservation of 
the sites. 
 
CPM_conservation_reasons to help- participants expressing a reason to help in a preservation 
effort. 
CPM_conservation_willing to help- participants willing to help in preservation efforts.  
 
CPM_knowing_institutions_government- participants knowing government institution related 
to culture, anthropology, and archaeology in general.  
 
CPM_knowing_institutions_government_IHAH- participants knowing the existence or 
purpose of the IHAH. 
 
CPM_knowing_institutions_government_IHAH_presence com- participants acknowledging 
the presence of personal from the IHAH in the community, with or without archaeologists 
present.  
                
CPM_knowing_laws- Participants knowing any law related to CPM in Honduras. 
 
CPM_knowing_laws_Cultural Patrimony- Participants knowing the specific to national 
cultural patrimony in specific.  
 
CPM_rules of engagement_artifacts_find- Participants’ dealing/interaction with found 
artifacts. Ex. What they do with them? 
 
CPM_rules of engagement_sites- Participants’ dealing/interaction with archaeological sites. 
Ex: How the use the sites for raw materials? 
 
CPM_sites_know can’t be disturbed- Participants knowing that site can’t be disturbed through 
any form. Awareness. 
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IV. Culture 
 
CULT_culture_cultural/national patrimony_what is- Participants’ definitions and/or 
perceptions of what is cultural/national patrimony  (Patrimonio Cultural Nacional) 
 
CULT_culture_what is- participants’ definitions of culture. 
 
V. Heritage 
 
HTG__ancestors- general definition, opinions, and/or perceptions of what is an ancestor. 
 
HTG_ancestors_community- participants’ perception/belief about COMMUNITIES’ ancestor 
(Local level perspective). 
 
HTG_ancestors_Honduras- participants’ perception/belief about the ancestors of Honduras 
(national level perspective) 
 
HTG_archaeological sites- participants’ knowledge of archaeological sites in Honduras and 
abroad. 
 
HTG_archaeological/historical sites_visit- participants’ physical visits to archaeological or 
historical sites. 
 
HTG_education_things learned at school_heritage and history- things learned exclusively at 
school about heritage and history (ethnic groups, historical fact, past). 
 
 HTG_ethnic groups_ancient/past/contemporary Maya/Lenca- Participants’ knowledge of 
ancient/past or contemporary Maya/Lenca ethnic groups, including Chortí. 
 
HTG_ethnic groups_contemporary_know- Participants’ knowledge of other contemporary 
ethnic groups.  
 
HTG_Honduran_Heritage_explained- Participants’ explanation/understanding of Honduran 
heritage and its origins (biological and cultural).  
 
HTG_museums_Honduras_know- Participants’ knowledge/visits to Honduran museums. 
 
HTG_Opinions about indigenous pop- Participants’ opinions about indigenous populations:  
Ex. What they thing about them? 
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HTG_participants_perceptions own heritage- Participants’ perception about their own 
heritage. Ex. Who do they think they are? How they define themselves regarding heritage? 
 
HTG_Pride_material remains- Participants’ expressing pride or good feeling about the 
material remains of the country/community/area etc. 
 
VI. Participants 
 
PART_beliefs/religion- Participants’ beliefs or religion (not community)- Catholic, Evangelical 
etc. 
 
PART_demographic- Participants’ demographic data: age, civil status, education, income etc.  
 
PART_education_reasons to not go/leave- Participants’ reason to leave school. 
 
PART_education_still/willing to study- Participants still studying or willing to go back to 
school if they have the chance.  
 
PART_living in com_how long- Participants’ time living in the community. 
 
VII.  Participants’ Households 
 
PART_HH_employment- Details about participants’ occupation or employment within the 
members of the household. Different to participant occupation- that is just the name of the 
occupation for demographic purposes.  
 
PART_HH_family- Facts and information about participants’ household regarding family 
members living with them (children, origin details, education of other members, family support) 
 
PART_HH_other activites income- Other activities done in the participants’ households for 
extra income. 
 
PART_HH_production- Participants’ household production of resources: farming, cattle, 
selling, etc.  
 
PART_HH_resources- How and where participants’ household get the resources they need that 
are not produced at home.  
 
PART_HH_source information- Participants’ household information sources (TV, Radio, and 
Newspaper etc). 
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PART_HH_water access/problems_particular- Specific problems with water particular to 
each of the participants’ households.  
 
VIII. PAST (as a concept) 
 
PAST_ancient_people_who- Who were the Antiguos of Palmarejo and Palos Blancos? (Local) 
PAST_defining/perceiving time- How old is old, how old is the past?  (Old, ancient, etc) 
 
PAST_knowledge_history- What is history? Participants’ knowledge of history (international, 
national, local).  
PAST_learning_about- Source of past knowledge- family, school etc...  Past is not equal to 
archaeology.  
 
PAST_perceptions – Participants’ perception about the past as a concept. Ex: Past  beliefs, 
opinions, appreciation.  
 
PAST_perceptions_source- Participants’ source of perception about the past (family, society, 
experience etc). 
 
PAST_value- How much the past is worth to participants. Ex. Past vs. Present, what is more 
important? 
 
IX. Present 
 
PRESENT_knowledge/opinions- opinion about the present as a concept. 
PRESENT_Present times- Comments and opinions about present day Honduras.  
X. Research 
 
RES_Research- Things of interests for the researcher or things to check later.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
